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Preface 


This is my first book, so I should like straightaway to record my major 
philosophical debts. I studied philosophy, both as an undergraduate 
and a graduate, in Oxford throughout the 1970s. My undergraduate tu¬ 
tors were I. M. Crombie and M. R. Ayers, and my doctoral supervisors 
were P. F. Strawson, J. A. Foster, and A. J. Ayer. I learnt something 
from all of them, and am grateful. But perhaps because I received the 
most extensive exposure to Ayers and Foster, I should like to record an 
especial debt to them. Although two philosophers of very different 
styles and oudook, they share a rigorousness and an unconcern for 
fashion in philosophy that I admire and have hoped to emulate. Al¬ 
though neither, I am sure, will be entirely happy by what they find in 
these pages, I hope they will detect some positive influence that they 
have had on me. Whether they like what they find here or not, their in- 
fluence has been great. 

I should also like to record my thanks to Mike Martin for a number 
of stimulating discussions over the past couple of years, conversations 
that were genuinely helpful while I prepared this work for publication. 

This book has taken me about a decade to write. Throughout this 
period I have been fortunate to enjoy the unfailing support and encour¬ 
agement of Rosemary Sherratt, to whom I should like to express an 
equal though different kind of gratitude. 



Lexamen de l’operation de 1’esprit qui consiste a passer 
de nos sensations aux objets exterieurs, est evidemment 
le premier pas que doit faire la Metaphysique. 

—d’Alembert 


T&v aia^rjcreaiv fxevroL fxr) KaTa\a^avovcrC)v rd 
iKTof, ov8e i] hidvota ravra 8vvarai KaraXa^dveiv 

—Sextus Empiricus 

The eye’s plain version is a thing apart, 

The vulgate of experience 

—Wallace Stevens 

. . . ra 7ra9i7 fiova (ftrjcri KaraXafjL^dvea^aL 
—Cyrenaic doctrine 






Introduction 


I THINK I may have solved the Problem of Perception. “Which prob¬ 
lem of perception? and “What problem of perception?” are two re¬ 
sponses that this claim, indeed the very title of this work, may well 
elicit. The first is a perfectly sensible question, since perception is a 
multifaceted phenomenon, posing many questions to philosophers, 
psychologists, physiologists, and, these days, information theorists and 
cognitive scientists. This, however, is a work of philosophy; and when 
philosophers speak of “the” problem of perception, what they generally 
have in mind is the question whether we can ever directly perceive the 
physical world. This issue is a problem because of certain arguments 
that have been put forward to the effect that such direct perception is 
impossible. Although there are other questions, even of a distinctively 
philosophical stamp, that are raised by perception, at least almost all of 
these need to be addressed at some stage in a thoroughgoing treatment 
of this central issue—which, from now on, I shall frequently refer to 
simply as the “Problem.” 

More precisely, the topic of this work is the philosophical position 
known as “Direct Realism”—a position that combines this issue of di¬ 
rectness with a Realism about the physical world. Such Realism holds 
that the physical world has an existence that is not in any way depen¬ 
dent upon its being “cognized”—that is, perceived or thought about. 
The physical world is not, as it is usually put, dependent on “conscious¬ 
ness,” at least not finite consciousness. 1 Such Realism is opposed to 
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Idealism: the view that whatever seems to be physical is either reduc¬ 
ible to, or at least supervenient upon, cognitive states of consciousness.- 
For the Realist, the purely physical elements of this physical world of 
ours would, or at least could, be just as they are even if no perceiving or 
thinking subjects had ever come into existence . 3 Of course there could 
not, in the absence of such subjects, be a world that contained, say, 
houses, or knives and forks. All such artefacts are, however, fashioned 
out of naturally occurring material, the existence of which is, according 
to the Realist, independent of the existence of conscious subjects with¬ 
out qualification. If you are a Realist, not only could a physical world 
exist devoid of consciousness; this world of ours, in respect of its purely 
material stratum, could so exist, and doubtless actually did in its early 
history before the emergence of conscious life. Moreover, such exis¬ 
tence is not to be analysed in terms of some merely hypothetical truths 
about what conscious subjects would have perceived if they had come 
into existence earlier than they did. 

As a matter of fact, a number of writers, especially in the conti¬ 
nental tradition” of philosophy, who would not regard themselves as 
Idealists, would range far beyond artefacts, and such other obviously 
subject-related items as language and social institutions, in identifying 
things that cannot be credited with existence in the absence of con¬ 
scious subjects. Jean-Paul Sartre, for example, claimed that no event of 
destruction could take place in a world devoid of consciousness; nor 
would there be any distances . 4 Such things, according to him, involve 
an element of negativity, which necessarily has its source in conscious 
beings. Indeed, the very notion of a world wholly independent of con¬ 
sciousness makes no sense for him, nor for the Phenomenological tra¬ 
dition generally. Although there is, for Sartre, a realm of self-subsistent 
being wholly independent of consciousness, which contains, though 
not destructions and distances, at least distributions of masses possess¬ 
ing various lengths—things that are purely positive, and which he liked 
to characterize in terms of density, and a compaction of being—a 
“world” is a meaningful environment that is articulated out of such 
brute being by the projects of conscious, active subjects. There is a 
story, not apocryphal I hope, of a disagreement between A. J. Ayer and 
Georges Bataille over whether dinosaurs existed before human beings 
came on the scene. Bataille demurred. This was not, I take it, an asser¬ 
tion of Idealism. Bataille was not claiming that nothing can exist with- 
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out conscious subjects being present, but rather that nothing in such 
a situation could properly be termed a “dinosaur”—something that 
makes sense only with respect to human taxonomic interests. For 
Sartre, at least, a domain without consciousness can at least properly be 
said to contain such things as redistributions of masses, and lengths; 
though if the line of thought attributed to Bataille is pursued, there is at 
least a question of how any specification of a domain could be supposed 
to be wholly independent of human concerns. Be this as it may, if such 
a position really is not a form of Idealism, it must at least be agreed that 
there is a purely physical aspect or stratum to a world. Direct Realism is 
the claim that we can be directly aware of objects that themselves pos¬ 
sess such a stratum. 

Idealists about the physical world can easily, and usually do, credit us 
with direct awareness of it. Berkeley is a clear example of this. Direct 
Realism , however, is much more difficult to make out as a coherent po¬ 
sition. The worry over such coherence is at the heart of the Problem to 
be addressed in this work. Now, one way of “solving” the Problem 
would be to show that Direct Realism is indeed incoherent, and to em¬ 
brace the only two alternatives: Idealism or Indirect Realism—the lat¬ 
ter being the view that although Realism is true of the physical world, 
we are not directly aware of that world through perception. What I am 
attempting here, however, is a more straightforward solution to the 
Problem: showing how Direct Realism may be defended against the 
various arguments that have been brought against it. 

“What problem of perception?” is typically the response of those 
who recognize that Direct Realism is indeed the issue in question, but 
who suppose either that the problem has been solved, or that there 
never really was any such problem, but a mere pseudo-problem and 
philosophical confusion—philosophy itself being regarded in certain 
quarters as itself a form of confusion. Indeed, it is sometimes suggested 
that the belief that there is a genuine philosophical problem here is a 
symptom of “Modernism”—an intellectual illness into which we have 
fallen, perhaps as a result of the “New Way of Ideas” that emerged in 
the seventeenth century. This, at least, is certainly not true. As the last 
of the epigraphs to this work indicates, the Problem dates back at least 
to the time of the ancient philosophical sect of Cyrenaics: “Only sense- 
impressions are apprehensible.” 5 Be this as it may, to those who think 
that my Problem is but a pseudo-problem, I can only suggest that they 
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read on. For although my ultimate purpose is to defend Direct Realism 
from one sort of attack, a subsidiary purpose is to show that certain ar¬ 
guments do indeed raise serious worries for this view—far more serious 
than is generally recognized today. If, on the other hand, it is accepted 
that there is a genuine problem here, but one that has been solved, then 
I should like to know who is supposed to have solved it. None of the ac¬ 
counts of perception that have been offered in the “analytical tradition” 
of philosophy (together with what is regarded as this tradition’s pre¬ 
history) achieves this in my view—for reasons that we shall investigate. 
Although the account of perception proposed in these pages in some 
respects has more in common with the “continental” tradition in phi¬ 
losophy, especially with the Phenomenological school, one cannot find 
an adequate response to the Problem there either. The two writers in 
this tradition who have given the most attention to perception are 
Maurice Merleau-Ponty and Edmund Husserl, and they are both Ide¬ 
alists. Sartre was certainly no Idealist. He sees our relation to the 
world as a coming into contact with a realm of “being in itself’ that is 
wholly independent of, indeed prior to, consciousness; 7 but he espouses 
a view that I shall call “Naive Realism,” and as we shall see in Chapter 
1, it has nothing to be said for it. Heidegger was, perhaps, not an Ideal¬ 
ist either. The problem with Heidegger’s account of perception is 
somewhat complex, and it will be dealt with more frilly in the body of 
is work. One aspect of it may, however, be mentioned here: he explic- 
i y eschews all reference to conscious, sensory experience. In doing so, 

. e ^^ 1 ° reS ’ ° r b y~P asses > the Problem of Perception rather than solves 
it. T is is not necessarily meant as a criticism of Heidegger; he is after 
ot er, and bigger, game. 9 Nevertheless, it does mean that we shall find 
no e p wit our Problem from this quarter. Indeed, it means that 
Heidegger is to be classed with those who think that there never was 
any r.eal problem to be solved. The first chapters of the two parts of the 
present work are designed to show that there is a problem 
I do not, however, wish to give the impression that I have come up 
with a radically new solution to the Problem of Perception. I do not 
believe in radical novelties in philosophy; not, at least, at this stage of 
t e enterprise. There are, as we shall see, many writers who have made 
significant and positive contributions to the solution of the Problem as 
I see it. There is even a sense in which the solution is already to be 
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found in the annals of philosophy. The difficulty is that addressing the 
Problem takes in a lot of philosophical territory; many positions have 
to be taken on local issues, and they have to be coordinated in an over¬ 
all perspective. Although congruence with the thought of several phi¬ 
losophers is to be found in what follows—most notably, perhaps, with 
that of the later Husserl—I know of no one who has knitted things to¬ 
gether in precisely the way here proposed. I think that unless just those 
positions that are defended here are knitted together in just the way 
that I propose, any overall account of perception that is meant to sus¬ 
tain Direct Realism will, on inspection, unravel. 

Finally, I should.make it clear that I am not here attempting to 
defend Direct Realism against all arguments that can be marshaled 
against it. I do not claim to show that Direct Realism is true, or even 
possibly true. What I do claim is that Direct Realism cannot be shown 
to be false within that area of philosophy known as the Philosophy of 
Perception. There is nothing specifically about perception that requires 
its denial. Many Idealist and Indirect Realists have believed that, given 
only various generally accepted facts about the physical world, reflec¬ 
tion on the nature of perception itself leads to a recognition of the fal¬ 
sity of Direct Realism. More particularly, what they have thought is 
that if Realism with respect to the physical world is assumed for the 
sake of argument, the Direct Realist’s claim to directness in our percep¬ 
tual awareness of such a world can be controverted. This is what I hope 
to show not to be possible. Perhaps, however, Direct Realism can be 
shown to be false for other reasons. In particular, perhaps Realism as 
such, with respect to the empirical world, can be shown to be false. 
Kant’s argument about the ideality of space, and of the entire empirical 
realm that it somehow “contains,” has little directly to do with percep¬ 
tion—other than the general observation that it is phenomenally spa¬ 
tial in character—and yet it would constitute, if sound, a refutation of 
Direct Realism. Husserl gives an analysis of reality according to which 
the kind of Realism that is here in question is, as he liked to put it, 
a “ nonsens . ” And more recently John Foster and Howard Robinson 
have put forward related arguments, based on the necessity of identity, 
against any form of physical Realism. 10 So perhaps Direct Realism re¬ 
ally is false. What this work is intended to show is that if this is indeed 
the case, it cannot be shown to be so by reflecting on the nature of per- 
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deption/’As a distinctivezgosition within the Philosophy of Perception, 
Direct Realism can, I think, be sustained. 


LETT US THEREFORE ASSUME, for the sake of argument, that Realism 
about the physical world is true. What we are to concern ourselves with 
is the claim that we can be directly aware of that world. Should this idea 
have to be given up, a natural inference would be that we are only ever, 
at best, indirectly aware of the physical world. Let us try and get some 
purchase on what such indirectness would involve by considering an 
everyday illustration of a distinction that we are all happy to make be¬ 
tween direct and indirect perception. If you go into a camera obscura, 
you can see the surrounding terrain by directing your gaze on to the 
tabletop in the middle of the room. 11 Even though you are here in some 
sense viewing the surrounding terrain, you see it only in virtue of your 
seeing something that is not that terrain: an image on the table, or per¬ 
haps the tabletop itself carrying the image. Here we have an example of 
one thin g being perceived in virtue of something else being perceived. 
When one thing is thus perceived in virtue of some distinct item being 
perceived, we can say that perception of the latter mediates perception 
of the former, and that this former object is not the immediate , but only 
the indirect, object of perception. 12 Items are immediate objects of per¬ 
ception when they are not perceived by proxy . 13 Assuming a Realist per¬ 
spective on physical objects, our question is whether such objects are 
only ever perceived, and could conceivably only ever be perceived, in 
virtue of our perceiving something distinct from them. Answering this 
question affirmatively is definitive of Indirect Realism. 14 

This characterization of Indirect Realism requires two small quali¬ 
fications. First, given that Indirect Realism holds that we never directly 
perceive physical objects, it is natural to infer that it holds that we do so 
in virtue of perceiving something else. Now, as we shall soon see, ac¬ 
cording to most Indirect Realist accounts, the thing that “goes proxy” 
for a physical object in perception has a nature at least analogous to a 
sensation; it has, indeed, often been termed a “perceptual sensation.” 
And it is at least unusual to speak of ourselves as “perceiving” such typi¬ 
cal examples of sensation as headaches and pins and needles. We say, 
rather, that we “feel” them, or are “aware of’ them. Since we also speak 
of ourselves as being aware of physical objects, the issue of directness is 
best couched in term of the notion of an “awareness” of objects. The 
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issue is whether we can be perceptually aware of any physical object 
only in virtue of being aware of some “proxy” thing distinct from that 
object. 

This brings us to the second qualification. For to say that we are 
never directly aware of physical objects entails, given that we are some¬ 
times directly aware of something or other, that the immediate objects 
of perception are non-physical. Now, although most Indirect Realists 
have indeed held this view, this is no part of Indirect Realism as such. 
Bertrand Russell, for example, was, for part of his career, an Indirect 
Realist who held that our immediate perceptual objects are physical be¬ 
cause they are parts of our brains. Hence his notorious statement that 
“what the physiologist sees when he looks at a brain is part of his own 
brain, not part of the brain he is examining.” 15 So perceptual proxies, 
mere internal images though they may be, were, for Russell, them¬ 
selves physical in nature. The crucial issue for Indirect Realism, then, is 
not whether the immediate objects of perceptual awareness are physi¬ 
cal or not, but whether they are the physical objects that we take them 
to be. I shall commonly refer to these as “normal” objects. 16 

Illustrating the thesis of Indirect Realism with such an everyday dis¬ 
tinction between direct and indirect perception as applies to a camera 
obscura is, of course, hardly adequate. Indeed, J. L. Austin wrote that 
it is quite plain that the philosophers’ use of ‘directly perceive,’ what¬ 
ever it may be, is not the ordinary, or any familiar, use; for in that use it 
is not only false but simply absurd to say that such objects as pens or 
cigarettes are never directly perceived. But we are given no explanation 
or definition of this new use—on the contrary, it is glibly trotted out as 
if we were all quite familiar with it already.” 17 Everyday illustration can 
take us only a short way to appreciating the Indirect Realist’s notion of 
a perceptual proxy because, according to the “ordinary use,” when one 
object is perceived in virtue of our being aware of something else, the 
latter is itself a “normal” physical object, whereas Indirect Realism 
banishes all such items from the class of immediate objects of aware¬ 
ness. All that the everyday illustration achieves is the introduction of 
the notion of a person being aware of one entity in virtue of being 
aware of some distinct entity: that is, the introduction of the general 
notion of a perceptual proxy. What we now need to see is why such me¬ 
diation has been thought to be present even in cases of perceptual 
awareness of normal objects that common sensewould regard as direct. 
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The general idea that is in play here is, at a first approximation, that 
our perceptual experiences, rather than giving us an immediate aware¬ 
ness of our physical environment, are themselves our immediate objects 
of awareness, so that we are cognitively trapped behind a “veil of per¬ 
ception,” as it is commonly put. 18 A classic statement of the idea can be 
found in Sextus Empiricus: “For perception does not present external 
objects to the mind, but reports its own state of being affected \pathos] 
... Since, then, it is agreed by all that what is grasped in virtue of some¬ 
thing else is hidden, and all things are perceived [, lambanetai] in virtue 
of our own states of being affected, which are different from the for¬ 
mer, all external objects are hidden.” 19 Why, however, should we be¬ 
lieve any such thing? Austin himself goes on to refer us to A. J. Ayer: 
“The answer, he says, is provided ‘by what is known as the argument 
from illusion.’” 20 In fact, even when the phrase “argument from illu¬ 
sion” is used so widely as to cover arguments concerned with hallucina¬ 
tion and the perspectival nature of perception, it is not the case that the 
argument from “illusion” is the only basis on which philosophers have 
rejected the idea of direct perceptual contact with the physical world. 
Nor, therefore, is it the only argument by which they have tried to 
introduce a notion of direct awareness other than the everyday one. 
What all such arguments do have in common is a reliance on Leibniz’s 
Law. 21 

Leibniz’s Law is pertinent to the philosophy of perception because 
Direct Realism must be understood as making an identity claim: that 
the immediate object of awareness in standard perceptual situations is a 
normal physical object—in other words, that it is identical to some such 
object. Arguments against Direct Realism therefore all attempt to re¬ 
fute this suggestion by finding some fact concerning the immediate ob¬ 
ject of awareness that does not hold of the normal object, or conversely. 
There are a limited number of possible discrepancies here, possible vi¬ 
olations of Leibniz’s Law, that fix the number of possible arguments 
against Direct Realism. The possibilities are the following. Concerning 
the immediate object of awareness and the normal object: (a) one pos¬ 
sesses a genuine attribute that the other lacks; 22 (b) one bears a genuine 
relation to another item that the other does not; (c) one exists at a place 
where the other does not; (d) one exists at a time when the other does 
not? (e) one exists and the other dqes not. Each of these discrepancies 
has been .alleged by some opponent of Direct Realism. Thus, those 
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who accept the distinction between primary and secondary qualities, 
and who also hold that this is incompatible with Direct Realism, adopt 
a form of argument (a): they hold that the immediate objects of visual 
perception are, for example, sensuously coloured, but that no physical 
object is. 23 Hume’s principal argument for his claim that we are imme¬ 
diately aware only of our own “perceptions” focuses on (b): what we are 
immediately aware of is dependent, both as to its character and its very 
existence, on the functioning of our brains and sensory systems in a 
way that no normal object is. 24 Such a thought may then motivate an 
additional argument concerned with (c): the immediate objects of per¬ 
ception exist in our brains, whereas normal objects typically do not. 
Russell, as we have seen, and also, arguably, Hume himself, argued 
this. 25 An argument that has been surprisingly popular from the seven¬ 
teenth century on, to the effect that we can be immediately aware only 
of what is “locally present to the seat of consciousness,” together with 
the observation that normal objects typically are not so present (since 
they are at a distance from us, in particular from our brains), also con¬ 
cerns (c). 26 The so-called Time-Lag Argument concerns (d). 27 Finally, 
arguments against Direct Realism that focus on hallucination, after¬ 
images, or double vision concern (e). > e 

In this work we shall be concerned with just two such arguments: 
what I shall call the “Argument from Illusion” and the “Argument from 
Hallucination”—forms of arguments (a) and (e), respectively. It is these 
two arguments that are here required to introduce the supposedly ar¬ 
cane notion of “direct awareness” according to which it is a genuine 
question whether we are directly aware of normal objects or not. I fo¬ 
cus on these two because they are the ones that I believe pose the most 
serious challenge to Direct Realism from within the Philosophy of Per¬ 
ception, and consequently raise the widest range of issues involved in a 
proper philosophical understanding of perception. Other arguments 
based on the facts of perception can, I believe, either be deflected 
ambulando or be independendy answered without too much difficulty. 

Although we need to wait upon the presentation of our two argu¬ 
ments to understand the precise way in which we are supposed to be 
but indirecdy aware of normal objects, and therefore direcdy aware of 
some kind of non-normal object, the notion of awareness that is in play 
is, in fact, neither arcane nor technical. We begin with a perfecdy ordi¬ 
nary, intuitive understanding of being aware of something. All we are 
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required initially to accept is that at a certain time we are aware, say, 
of something coloured, or even just that at a certain time we are aware 
of something or other. This is vouchsafed to us by reflexion, by the 
apperceptive awareness that we have of our conscious states. 28 The no¬ 
tions of directness and indirectness are introduced as a result of the rec¬ 
ognition that the normal object that we should ordinarily be thought to 
be perceiving on such occasions either lacks the feature in question 
(such as colour) or does not exist at all. In the latter case, we are clearly 
not aware of a normal object at all; and in the former, if we can be said 
to aware of one, we can be so only indirectly. If this can be shown to be 
our predicament whenever we take ourselves to be perceiving a normal 
physical object, we are condemned to at best merely indirect awareness 
of such physical objects universally. We should indeed be trapped be¬ 
hind a'“veil of perception.” 

The present work therefore falls into two parts, the first of which 
deals with the Argument from Illusion, the second with the Argument 
from Hallucination. The first part is considerably longer than the sec¬ 
ond—not because the former argument is more challenging (indeed, I 
believe the opposite to be the case), but because a large number of 
philosophical issues are relevant to both of these arguments. Part II 
therefore relies to a considerable extent on the findings of the earlier 
part. Part I begins with a chapter devoted to a longer-than-usual pre¬ 
sentation of the Argument from Illusion. Such length is, I believe, de¬ 
manded by the fact that most contemporary philosophers need to be 
convinced that the argument in question really does present a serious 
challenge to Direct Realism. In the course of the first chapter, various 
quick “refutations” of the argument are themselves refuted, and it is 
claimed that nothing less than a full-blown philosophical theory of per¬ 
ception is needed if we are to withstand the force of the argument. Af¬ 
ter this first chapter, the course of the argument takes a negative turn. 
In Chapters 2 and 3 it is argued than none of the standardly recognized 
accounts of perception is acceptable. In Chapter 4 I take stock of the 
negative findings that have previously emerged, and with them in mind 
outline the general form that any acceptable account of perception 
must take. In the final two chapters of Part I my own positive response 
to the argument is concretely developed. Part II begins with an exposi¬ 
tion of the Argument from Hallucination, where it is argued that this 
poses an even more serious problem for Direct Realism than the earlier 
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argument concerning illusion, and that despite the findings of Part I, it 
may not be clear how the Argument from Hallucination is to be an¬ 
swered. The second chapter of this part argues against the adoption of 
a currently popular way of dismissing the argument. And the final 
chapter presents my own positive response to it. 

BY WAY OF A FINAL WORD of introduction, let me briefly explain why the 
fact that Direct Realism may face serious problems is a matter of philo¬ 
sophical importance. In my experience, little justification of the impor¬ 
tance of this topic is required for those who come to our two argu¬ 
ments afresh. In general, such persons readily feel the force of the 
Problem, and regard its solution as a matter of considerable impor¬ 
tance. On the other hand, the Philosophy of Perception is hardly a cen¬ 
tral focus of philosophical concern at the present time, in the way 
that it was but a generation or two ago. There can be little doubt that 
the Philosophy of Language, together with “Philosophical Logic” and 
more recently, “Cognitive Science,” have come to overshadow all other 
areas of theoretical philosophy within the analytical tradition, and that 
discussions in this area are typically conducted in a manner that avoids 
any sustained confrontation with the Problem of Perception . 29 Nor do 
we find a sustained confrontation with the Problem in the tradition of 
recent continental philosophy; it, too, has been principally concerned 
with issues concerning meaning . 30 And yet, when you think about it, 
the idea that anything definitive can be said about language, or 
thought, in abstraction from a proper understanding of perception is 
bizarre. After all, one of the most important aspects of language and 
thought, and arguably the most important, is reference or directedness 
to the world; and is it not perception that constitutes our most fun¬ 
damental mode of access to, or contact with, the world? As Sextus 
Empiricus puts it in one of my epigraphs, “If external things are not ap¬ 
prehended by the senses, neither will thought be able to apprehend 
them .” 31 Not, of course, that we can speak of nothing other than what 
is perceptible; we can speak intelligibly about photons, for example. 
Perception is primary, rather, in that if we did not first perceive the 
world, we could not speak about it at all. Language manages to be 
something other than unanchored, freewheeling expostulation only 
because it receives its world-directed focus from perception. Moreover, 
there are certain sorts of entities, such as photons, to which we can re- 
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fer only because we can make reference to certain other sorts of enti¬ 
ties—namely, macroscopic, perceptible objects. Reference to the for¬ 
mer is, as Husserl put it, “founded” on reference to the latter. And it is 
surely beyond serious dispute that it is perception that furnishes us 
with our basic .referents. And yet the idea, deriving from Quine, has 
gained ground that we can conduct our semantic inquiries in a wholly 
third-personal manner, being warranted in implementing any “inter¬ 
pretation” of speakers that leads to predictive success concerning ver¬ 
bal utterances. To take the classic example, we may, on such an ap¬ 
proach, be justified in interpreting a subject as referring not to rabbits, 
but to time-slices of rabbits, or undetached rabbit parts, or Lord knows 
what other kind of gerrymandered entity. 32 Indeed, if no such inter¬ 
pretative scheme is better on behavioural grounds than some rival can¬ 
didate, it is supposed to be actually indeterminate what this subject is 
referring to. Now, there have been notable attempts, abiding by the 
constraints of such an “interpretative” approach, to show that such in¬ 
determinacy can be at least cut down, if not eliminated. Need for such 
ingenuity might have been altogether avoided, however, if more atten¬ 
tion had been paid to the question of what such subjects are aware of 
in perception. Could any conceivable creature perceive time-slices as 
such? And if not, could time-slices possibly be basic entities in a crea¬ 
ture s ontology”? Surely the Stoics were nearer to the mark when they 
claimed, according to Diogenes Laertius, that “the theory of assent, or 
of understanding and thought... cannot be constructed without [that 
is, as I take it, without reference to] sense-perception. For sense-per¬ 
ception comes first; and then thought, which is expressible, puts forth 
in speech what it receives from sense-perception.” 33 At least it is ex¬ 
traordinary that such questions were not even raised. More recently, as 
a result of the growing appreciation of the fundamental and indispens¬ 
able role played by indexical expressions in language, more attention is 
being accorded to perception in semantic inquiries. Yet even here the 
Problem of Perception is seldom directly addressed. 

A second reason for decline in philosophical interest in perception, 
one that it is perhaps even more important for us to consider, is the idea 
that the issue over Direct Realism is not even of any great moment 
within the domain of the Philosophy of Perception itself. For if Direct 
Realism is false, only two positions remain between which we must 
choose: Idealism and Indirect Realism. Idealism is almost totally out of 
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favour today, so it is Indirect Realism that is most commonly thought 
to be the real rival to Direct Realism. Now, far and away the most com¬ 
mon criticism that has been levelled against Indirect Realism is that it 
brings epistemological disaster in its wake. The thought is that, if we 
are constitutionally incapable of directly perceiving the physical world, 
but are cognitively confined within the circle of our own perceptions, 
then there is just no good reason to suppose that there is a physical 
world at all outside this domain, behind this veil. It is, therefore, stan¬ 
dard practice for Indirect Realists, in turn, to defend their position by 
arguing that it has no such dire epistemological consequences . 34 Such a 
defence usually takes the form of pointing out that good non-deductive 
inference at least often has the form of an “inference to the best expla¬ 
nation, and that the overwhelmingly best explanation of the harmoni¬ 
ous course of perceptual experience, which none but the extreme scep¬ 
tic would deny, is that it is the upshot of our causal dealings with a 
physical world. Many in the philosophical community have come to 
feel that this is not an implausible move to make. It is for this reason 
that it may well be felt that the issue of Direct Realism is not of the first 
importance, since the whole issue now seems to reduce to a perhaps 
stymied debate over epistemological credentials. I believe that the issue 
of Direct Realism is far more important than this. The point about In¬ 
direct Realism is not that it is epistemologically suspect, but that it 
is incoherent. If Direct Realism is false, we must embrace some form 
of Idealism. And this I take to be a matter of the first philosophical im¬ 
portance . 35 

Although this is not the place for a full discussion of such an issue, I 
should perhaps briefly indicate my reasons for saying that Indirect Re¬ 
alism is incoherent. We need, first, to be clear precisely what it is that 
this position invites us to be Realists about. The domain in question is 
that of the physical components of the empirical world. An empirical 
world is an environment of which we are cognizant through percep¬ 
tion—one that contains entities we can and do perceive. Such a world 
may well contain things that we could not, even in principle, perceive; 
but any such imperceptibles would be part of the empirical world only 
in virtue of being contained in the spatio-temporal, causal system that 
also contains perceptible entities. Any hypothesized realm of concrete, 
non-conscious elements—elements that should, therefore, perhaps be 
deemed “physical”—with which we could have no perceptual dealings 


14 


Introduction 


whatever, which contained no entity that we could possibly perceive, 
would not be our physical world. In case it is not immediately clear that 
Indirect Realism, equally with Direct Realism, is concerned with the 
empirical world in this sense, consider that these two positions differ 
from one another over just one issue: directness. Hence, they agree in 
being forms of Realism with respect to the same domain of entities. 
Since it is certainly our empirical world about which the Direct Realist 
is a Realist, so must it be for the Indirect Realist. This is the world 
that contains ordinarily perceived everyday objects such as tables and 
chairs, animals and plants, rainbows and odours, as well as ourselves. 
Both positions are, therefore, to be contrasted with any form of Ideal¬ 
ism with respect to just such an empirical world. 

What, however, is the empirical world according to an Indirect Real¬ 
ist? It is, of course, not that which we can directly perceive, for that is 
precisely how it differentiates itself from Direct Realism. A realm is 
empirical, is our world, only in virtue of elements in it being percepti¬ 
ble; but for the Indirect Realist this can be a matter only of indirect 
perception. So this realm is supposed to be both empirical and yet irre¬ 
mediably behind a “veil of perception.” It is precisely here that the ulti¬ 
mate incoherence in Indirect Realism lies: such a “concealed” world 
cannot conceivably be our empirical world. 

Faced with a Direct Realist, an Indirect Realist will be happy to dis¬ 
course with him about, say, this page that you are now reading. This 
page, for him, is a real entity, not a construction out of experiences or 
whatever. The Indirect Realist does not take himself to be discussing 
anything other than what the Direct Realist can recognize and refer to. 
This is essential. A domain that does not contain objects to which we 
can make common reference on the basis of their being open to being 
perceived equally by several subjects —public objects, as they are com¬ 
monly termed—is not an empirical world. In particular, an empirical 
world is one that contains entities to which we can make demonstrative 
reference: this page, that tree, and so on. The Indirect Realist’s only dis¬ 
agreement with the Direct Realist is that the former believes such pub¬ 
lic objects of common reference are not directly perceived; at best they 
give rise to sensations, or sense-data, that somehow represent these ob¬ 
jects. According to the Indirect Realist, to say there is indeed a real em¬ 
pirical object that I am perceiving, one that you too could in principle 
perceive, one to which you too could make reference, is always to go 
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beyond what is given to us in experience. But in what sense is it, there¬ 
fore, this page of which the Indirect Realist speaks when he speaks of 
what is physically real in this situation? How can two people be in a po¬ 
sition to make demonstrative reference to the same object, when each 
of them is aware of it only indirectly? 

Now, there is nothing in general impossible about two people mak¬ 
ing reference to one and the same thing even though neither of them 
can perceive it directly, even in principle. Two scientists, for example, 
could talk to one another about a certain electron—one that has, say, 
just left a path in their cloud chamber. Electrons are too small to be 
perceived individually by any, perhaps any possible, sense, and our two 
scientists of course know this. They are able, nevertheless, to speak of 
that individual electron in virtue of thinking of it as the one responsible 
for making this track in the cloud chamber. Such a possibility lends ho 
credence whatever to Indirect Realism, however, since such a labora¬ 
tory situation presents two striking disanalogies to our perception of 
the physical world in general. In the first place, both scientists directly 
saw the same track in the cloud chamber—for if they did not, they 
would be talking at cross purposes; whereas, according to the Indirect 
Realist, no two people can ever be directly aware of the same object, on 
the basis of which common reference they could build a reference to an 
individual that is but indirectly perceivable. In the second place, our 
two scientists think of their electron as standing in a commonly under¬ 
stood relation to that of which they have a joint perception, whereas we 
most certainly do not think of empirical objects merely as things stand¬ 
ing in some sort of relation to what we are perceptually aware of. The 
Indirect Realist may think of physical objects in this way, or at least 
aver that he does, but we do not. This is critical, since the Indirect Re¬ 
alist must make the case that he is dealing with the empirical objects 
to which he and we make common reference. It is doubtless for this 
reason that many Indirect Realists have suggested that representing 
something as the cause of our experience is ingredient in even everyday 
perceptual consciousness. We shall consider this idea later, but it has 
nothing to be said for it. 

When, therefore, we return from the analogy to a typical perceptual 
situation in which all but the Indirect Realist would say that we are di¬ 
rectly aware of a physical object, the situation is as follows. When you 
look at this page, what you are directly aware of is, according to the In- 
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direct Realist, not a page of a book. When you speak and think about 
this thing, your mind is, therefore, directed to some mere proxy for a 
physical object. When you say “This is a page,” you are mis-categoriz- 
ing a private, proxy item as a page of a book, as a kind of public object. 
The only stance that the Indirect Realist can plausibly take on the na¬ 
ture of ordinary perceptual consciousness is an Error Theory: he must 
endorse Hume’s notorious claim that “the vulgar confound perceptions 
and objects, and attribute a distinct continu’d existence to the very 
things they feel or see.” 36 Now, when I look at the “same” page as you, I 
am immediately aware of a different proxy. My this is different from 
yours. This means that we do not agree when we both say “This is a 
page.” Indeed we cannot agree, since we are speaking of what we are 
thinking of, and we are thinking of what we are aware of—indeed, 
given that in everyday life we are not Indirect Realists, we are thinking 
of what we are directly aware of. And necessarily we are, according to 
the Indirect Realist, directly aware of different things, different prox¬ 
ies. This infringes the requirement that an empirical world contain 
public objects susceptible to common reference. On such a view, a do¬ 
main is empirical even though not a single element in it ever enters our 
ken. This cannot be right. 

Whatever it is that such an Indirect Realist is being a Realist about, 
therefore, it is not our empirical world. If we are not sceptics and there 
is such a world, then given that it cannot be identified with our actual 
perceptions, the only possibility left is that it is ideal. If we are not Di¬ 
rect Realists, we must be Idealists. Because of this, Indirect Realism 
will not surface again in this work as a real option. I shall, however, of¬ 
ten refer to this position in expounding the two arguments we shall be 
considering against Direct Realism. This is because such arguments 
initially push us in the direction of Indirect Realism. We all start out 
being Direct Realists. If an argument shakes our faith in this position, 
our initial reaction is to cling fast to the Realism, but to conclude that 
we are not directly aware of physical objects in the way we initially 
thought. It is sometimes helpful to present arguments against Direct 
Realism in this light. It should, however, not be forgotten that such an 
initial move can find no secure resting place. Idealism is, no doubt, an 
extreme view, one that is standardly adopted only after two moves have 
been made: recognizing that Direct Realism is false, and then recogniz¬ 
ing that the next natural port of call, Indirect Realism, is also false. I 
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have already argued that the second move is mandatory. In the rest of 
this work we shall be concerned with the first. The importance of this 
issue should now be clear. It involves nothing less than a choice be¬ 
tween Realism and Idealism about the physical world. If this is so, 
d’Alembert cannot be far off the mark when he says, in the first of my 
epigraphs, that “the examination of the operation of the spirit that con¬ 
sists in passing from our sensations to exterior objects is clearly the first 
step that metaphysics must take .” 37 
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THE ARGUMENT FROM ILLUSION —for short, “the Argument”—is held 
in low respect by most philosophers today. This is not merely because 
the majority of contemporary philosophers endorse some form of Di¬ 
rect Realism, and hence regard all arguments against this position as 
unsound. Even many who reject Direct Realism spurn this particular 
reason for rejection as being hopelessly weak. Frank Jackson, for exam¬ 
ple, is a leading contemporary proponent of Indirect Realism who can 
yet write of “the notorious arguments from illusion, variation, percep¬ 
tual relativity, and so forth” that “I think these arguments prove noth¬ 
ing .” 1 As will emerge, I myself do believe that the Argument can be 
resisted. It will, however, take over half of the present book to demon¬ 
strate how this may be done. (Jackson devotes about four pages to the 
task.) In my view, the Argument genuinely presents a serious challenge 
to Direct Realist theories of perception, and we can learn much about 
the nature of perception by forcing ourselves to address this challenge 
seriously. In fact, the only way to block the Argument is subtle and 
non-obvious. The accounts of perception that are generally purveyed 
today simply do not face up to the Argument’s puzzling power. 

The Argument claims that the physical world can appear to us in 
perception other than it really is, and that this very fact is incompatible 
with Direct Realism . Stated thus baldly the claim appears not just far 
from seriously worrying, but wildly implausible. Many opponents of 
the Argument have pounced at this early point. The following passage 
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from G. Dawes Hicks is typical: “Suppose that the petals of a rose are 
veritably characterised by a specific shade of red. Is there, in that case, 
any occasion for surprise in the fact that their actual colour will seem 
different to two observers who view the rose from different distances, 
or when one of them observes it in daylight and the other in twilight, 
or when one sees it through a pair of dark spectacles and the other with 
the naked eye? Surely the surprising thing would be if the fact were 
otherwise.” 2 J. L. Austin makes a similar point in his characteristically 
forthright manner: “What is wrong, what is even faintly surprising, in 
the idea of a stick’s being straight but looking bent sometimes? Does 
anyone suppose that if something is straight, then it jolly well has to 
look straight at all times and in all circumstances?” 5 The term “Naive 
Realism” has been used by some as a label for the view that in percep¬ 
tion we always perceive the world exactly as it is. Dawes Hicks and Aus¬ 
tin are surely right in insisting that Naive Realism, so understood, is no 
part of a common-sensical, pre-theoretical, Direct Realist view of our 
perceptual relation to the world. The view in question is not just naive, 
but downright silly. 

Proponents of the Argument, however, do not suppose otherwise. 
After all, the very basis of the Argument is that reality and appearance 
can indeed diverge: its fundamental premise is that illusions can occur 
What the Argument does, rather, is to challenge common sense, and, 
indeed, any Direct Realist view, to give an adequate account of such a 
possibility. Its claim is not that ordinary people have overlooked certain 
recherche facts of experience, but that they are incapable of giving an 
adequate account of phenomena that they fully recognize. The charge 
against common sense is not that it is incomplete, but that it is incoher¬ 
ent. For common sense embraces two theses: that we are directly aware 
of the physical world (realistically construed), and that illusion is possi¬ 
ble. The Argument attempts to demonstrate that the second thesis, 
when thought through, issues in a recognition that the first is false. 
Furthermore, it argues that since the latter thesis is indisputable, it is 
the former, Direct Realist claim that must be abandoned. It is, there¬ 
fore, simply irrelevant to point out that common sense recognizes a 
distinction between appearance and reality. Of course it does—but ille¬ 
gitimately, given its commitment to Direct Realism. So the Argument 
attempts to show. I intend to consider the Argument in its most ambi¬ 
tious, and hence interesting, form: as claiming to demonstrate that the 





The Argument 


23 


kind of direct awareness of the physical world that is embodied in 
Direct Realism is impossible. No possible physical object could ever be 
directly perceived by any possible subject. Even in this strongest of 
forms, I suggest, the Argument is difficult to resist. 

Our Argument begins, as I have said, with the premise that percep¬ 
tual illusion can occur. The term “illusion” is to be understood here as 
applying to any perceptual situation in which a physical object is ac¬ 
tually perceived, but in which that object perceptually appears other 
than it really is, for whatever reason . 4 It is therefore irrelevant whether 
the subject of an illusion is fooled by appearances or not. More impor¬ 
tantly, the term “illusion” is to be understood as ranging much more 
widely than its common use would allow. For example, the world ap¬ 
pears differendy to those who are colour-blind and to those who are 
not. This involves an illusion, in the possibly unnatural sense here em¬ 
ployed. For if I, being colour-blind, cannot tell red and green things 
apart, but you can, at least one of these colours must look different to 
the two of us. So, for at least one of us, that colour cannot look the way 
it really is. That there “really” is a way the object is “objectively” is a 
presupposition of the Direct Realism that is under investigation here, 
and so will not itself come up for discussion. One can, of course, take a 
differential attitude towards the various “qualities” that normal physi¬ 
cal objects are commonly held to possess, and embrace some form of 
the primary / secondary quality distinction. One could, for example, 
hold that there is no “objective fact” about what colour a thing is; or 
hold that colour does not really inhere in normal physical objects at all, 
but is merely “subjective.” So long as some qualities that are objectively 
possessed by normal objects are directly perceived, it may be thought, 
we can be credited with direct perception of those objects. Such views 
are, to be sure, themselves often arrived at as a result of feeling the Ar¬ 
gument’s force; but be that as it may, the Argument will attempt to con¬ 
vince you that there is no secure resting place beyond a wholly naive 
view of physical objects and their qualities that stops short of a com¬ 
plete rejection of Direct Realism in any form. 

Given that the Argument is attempting to prove that we have no di¬ 
rect access to the world through perception at all—indeed, that the 
very idea of such direct perception is incoherent—it may perhaps be 
thought that the premise that illusions can occur must be taken as ap¬ 
plying to every sense we possess and to every perceptible feature of 
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every physical object (or even as applying to every possible sense and 
every possibly perceivable physical quality). As we shall see, the Argu¬ 
ment, even in its strongest form, can get by with a weaker premise than 
this. Still, such a universal claim is true. Every sense we actually possess 
is certainly subject to illusion. I cannot be the only person to have been 
genuinely surprised, after having chosen some article of clodiing under 
the artificial illumination of a shop, to discover its “true” colour in 
broad daylight. Tastes and smells are affected both by various ailments 
and by prior exposure to strongly contrasting stimuli. The famous ex¬ 
ample of the lukewarm water—that feels warmer to one hand than to 
another when they have just been immersed separately in cold water 
and hot—shows that tactile perception is also subject to illusion. A 
“popping” of the ears resulting in unchanging sounds seeming louder 
than before, and a heavy cold making them seem fainter, demonstrate 
the presence of “illusion” in hearing; and certain audio recordings are 
available that demonstrate a wide range of little known, but sometimes 
striking, auditory illusions. 5 It is, moreover, not just the “proper sen- 
sibles” that are subject to illusion, as Berkeley famously pointed out. 6 
There is, for example, the somewhat hackneyed, though still undeni¬ 
able, case of the straight stick that looks bent in water; 7 and distorting 
lenses can lead us to misperceive the shape, size and position of objects. 
Nor are illusions of the “primary qualities” restricted to sight. As a re¬ 
sult of the common dominance of sight over touch, a straight stick felt 
with the hands can feel curved when it is observed while wearing lenses 
that make the stick look curved; and objects feel lighter than they oth¬ 
erwise would after a particularly heavy object has been held. It is also 
common experience to misperceive both the direction and the distance 
of sounds. 8 

So much for the classical five senses to which alone the Argument is 
usually directed. We should also, however, consider our quasi-percep- 
tual awareness of our own bodies—especially as it is tempting to think 
that because our bodies are, as it were, so close to us, the scope for illu¬ 
sion here is minimal. 9 In fact, however, recent research in this area has 
presented some of the most striking illusions in all the literature. If, for 
example, you hold your nose between thumb and index finger, suitably 
vibrating the muscles in your arm can make it feel to you as if your arm 
is straightening and your nose is being pulled out to be about two feet 
long; and if you place your fingertips on the top of your head, a con- 
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trary vibration can make it feel as if you are pushing your fingers into 
your skull . 10 

What, however, of other possible senses by which we, or some other 
possible creature, could perceive the physical world? Well, surely, 
when we reflect on the matter, we realize that any possible sense that 
any possible creature might possess will be in principle subject to illu¬ 
sion because any sense involves the functioning of sense receptors that 
can, in principle, malfunction. It is not for nothing that traditional the¬ 
ology denied sensory perception to God, as being incompatible with 
unconditioned, infallible knowledge. 

So much for the first premise: there is no type of physical feature 
that may not appear differendy from the way it really is to any sense 
that could possibly perceive it. The next step of the Argument is an in¬ 
ference from this: that whenever something perceptually appears to 
have a feature when it actually does not, we are aware of something that 
does actually possess that feature. So, if you are looking at a white wall, 
which because of the illumination looks yellow to you, you are aware of 
something yellow. This inference is commonly known as the “sense- 
datum inference,” with the immediate object of awareness that the in¬ 
ference introduces termed a “sense-datum.” This is the heart of the Ar¬ 
gument. Indeed, all of Part I of this work is effectively devoted to con¬ 
sideration of this claim and to attempting to see a way around it. This is 
because, as I shall now argue, if this inference is accepted, the Argu¬ 
ment is effectively home and dry. 

The third step in the Argument consists in pointing out that since 
the appearing physical object does not possess that feature which, ac¬ 
cording the previous step, we are immediately aware of in the illusory 
situation, it is not the physical object of which we are aware in such a 
situation; or, at least, we are not aware of it in the direct, unmediated 
way in which we are aware of whatever it is that possesses the appearing 
feature—that direct way in which we formerly took ourselves to be 
generally aware of normal physical objects. In the previous example, 
since the wall is white, not yellow, but what we are immediately aware 
of is yellow, not white, what we are immediately aware of cannot be the 
wall. This third step is but an application of Leibniz’s Law to illusory 
situations. If the so-called sense-datum inference is accepted, this fur¬ 
ther step may seem unavoidable, since Leibniz’s Law is not to be con¬ 
tested. 
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We are now in a position to see why the scope of the illusions that 
are required by the Argument’s first premise need not be as wide as one 
might think. The universal pretension of the Argument notwithstand¬ 
ing, we can now see that all that is required is die claim that some per¬ 
ceptible feature of any physical object be subject to illusion for every 
possible sense by which we might perceive that object. For suppose 
that we see a red tomato that looks black as a result of unusual lighting. 
We conclude, by the second and third steps of the Argument, that we 
are aware of a black sense-datum distinct from any physical tomato. 
Now although in this situation the shape of the tomato is not, we may 
suppose, subject to illusion, we cannot maintain that we are directly 
aware visually of the tomato’s shape, because, simply in virtue of one of 
the visible features of the tomato being subject to illusion, a sense-da¬ 
tum has replaced the tomato as the object of visual awareness as such. 
For the shape you see is the shape of something black , and the tomato is 
not black. I shall refer to this as “sense-datum infection.” 

The conclusion of the Argument thus far is that in no illusory situa¬ 
tion are we directly aware of the physical object that, as we should ini¬ 
tially have put it, “appears” to us other than it is. The final step in the 
Argument is what we may call the “generalizing step”: we are immedi¬ 
ately aware of sense-data, and only at best indirecdy aware of normal 
physical objects, in all perceptual situations, veridical as well as illusory. 
If this final step is taken, all, of course, is lost for the Direct Realist. 
The usual reason given for taking it is the subjective indiscernibility of 
veridical and possible illusory situations. To put it crudely, being aware 
of a sense-datum is exactly like perceiving a normal object. But a sense- 
datum, whatever it may turn out precisely to be, is clearly a radically 
different type of thing from a normal physical object—at least as the 
latter are usually (that is, realistically) conceived. So how could aware¬ 
ness of two such radically different types of object be experientially 
identical? How could we mistake one for the other? As H. H. Price 
asks, “Is it not incredible that two entities so similar in all these quali¬ 
ties should really be so utterly different: that the one should be a real 
constituent of a material object, wholly independent of the observer’s 
mind and organism, while the other is merely the fleeting product of 
his cerebral processes?” 11 If this is indeed a problem, it seems to grow 
worse when we reflect that these two radically different sorts of percep¬ 
tual object may form, subjectively, a smoothly connected series: that 
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there could, as Price put it, be a “sensibly continuous transition” from a 
state of veridical perception to an illusory state, and conversely. Indeed, 
it is presumably possible that a transition from a veridical to an illusory 
perception should involve no apparent change in the object whatso¬ 
ever, if the physical object itself undergoes some change that precisely 
compensates for the onset of the illusion. Can it really be thought that 
at a certain subjectively undetectable point in such a situation the sub¬ 
ject becomes aware of a radically new type of object? Such an appeal to 
intuition is resistible, however, as the following response from Austin 
indicates: “Even if we were to make the prior admission ... that in the 
‘abnormal’ cases we perceive sense-data, we should not be obliged to 
extend this admission to the ‘normal’ cases too. For why earth should it 
not be the case that, in some few instances, perceiving one sort of thing 
is exactly like perceiving another?” 12 1 shall now argue that if the earlier 
moves of the Argument are accepted, the final generalizing step is in¬ 
deed mandatory. 

Let us just reflect on how radically Austin’s response (or, to be fair, 
one that he was willing to make for the sake of argument) contradicts 
our ordinary picture of our perceptual relation with the physical world 
—the very picture that opponents of the Argument are keen to pre¬ 
serve. Consider, for example, the common phenomenon of looking at 
an article of clothing under the artificial lighting of a shop and discov¬ 
ering its “real” colour in daylight. To deny the generalizing step is to 
suppose that as you walk out of the shop while looking at your pur 
chase, you only become directly aware of that physical item as you 
emerge into daylight (assuming that this is when an object shows its 
true colours). Only then does that physical object suddenly leap into 
your perception in propria persona . Before then you were dealing with 
a train of mere perceptual proxies, or sense-data. Or consider the way 
in which our awareness of the colours of objects changes as dawn gives 
way to the frill light of morning, or as dusk descends. There is not 
even anything artificial about dawn or dusk. Anyone who followed the 
Austinian suggestion—accepting the earlier stages of the Argument 
and attempting to block it only by denying the last, generalizing step— 
would be forced to conclude that at some point between dawn and, say, 
noon, we are suddenly vouchsafed a direct glimpse of physical objects 
themselves, and that as dusk descends there comes a point at which we 
begin radically to lose touch with reality. And what about moderately 
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short-sighted people who remove their spectacles? And colour-blind 
people all the time? It is clear that the notion of direct contact with re¬ 
ality that is being defended here is not one that a Direct Realist should 
welcome, since it finds no place in the common-sense view of the world 
that the Direct Realist is trying to defend. Such a manoeuvre in re¬ 
sponse to the Argument is committed to an absurdly static view of what 
constitutes awareness of the world. Genuine, direct awareness of the 
physical world consists, on such a view, of a number of shots of the 
world taken from ideal positions (in some sense), with any departure 
from these ideal poses constituting a perceptual loss of the world itself. 
The picture of our daily commerce with the world through perception 
that therefore emerges is one of a usually indirect awareness of physical 
objects occasionally interrupted by direct visions of them glimpsed in 
favoured positions. If one is unhappy with the Argument from Illusion 
because of its clash with basic everyday convictions about our percep¬ 
tual commerce with the physical world, denying it only at the last step 
is not the way to respond to it. 

What has gone wrong here is that Austin’s suggestion simply contra- 
icts the very nature of illusion. It does this because the whole point 
about the concept of illusion, from which the Argument starts, is that 
in an illusion we really are perceiving a certain physical object, but 
misperceiving it. This, after all, is how illusion differs from hallucina¬ 
tion. o deny the generalizing step, while accepting the rest of the Ar¬ 
gument, is to regard us as being as radically out of touch with our envi- 
ronment when subject to mere illusion as we are generally agreed to be 
when wholly hallucinating. This is simply not the Direct Realist’s con¬ 
ception of an illusion. Even though a red tomato may look black to 
you, it is the tomato itself that you are seeing. In other words, it is 
crucia to our understanding of illusion, as opposed to hallucination, 
that ; ve aware of the same object in an illusion that we could perceive 
vendically. Thus the very nature of illusion demands acceptance of the 
generalizing step of the Argument. For if, in illusion, we are aware of 
the same object as we should be aware of were we perceiving veridi- 
cally, and it has been shown that in illusion we are not aware of a nor- 
mal physical object, but of a mere sense-datum, it follows that we are 
not aware of such physical objects even in veridical perception, but 
only of sense-data. To deny this is to treat illusions as hallucinations— 
the topic of Part II of this work. 
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Incidentally, Austin, and many like-minded “ordinary language phi¬ 
losophers,” were keen on pointing out that illusions are somewhat rare 
phenomena. This supposed fact was supposed to have some bearing on 
the force of the Argument. As we have seen, given the sense in which 
the term illusion” is employed here, illusions are far from uncommon. 
But even if they were, this would have no bearing on the soundness of 
the Argument, because, as we are now in a position to see, the Argu¬ 
ment does not even require that illusions ever happen. 13 All that is re¬ 
quired is that, for any object perceptible in any sense-modality, illusion 
be barely possible. From such a mere possibility the Argument then 
proceeds as follows: It is of the very nature of illusion, as opposed to 
hallucination, that were we to perceive something illusorily, we should 
be aware of the same kind of object as we could be aware of veridically; 
by the sense-datum inference, we should be aware of a sense-datum in 
the possible illusory situation; so such a sense-datum, not a normal 
physical object, is the kind of object we are aware of even when per¬ 
ceiving veridically. 14 

If, therefore, we are to block the Argument at all, it must be at either 
Stage Two or Stage Three. A number of philosophers—those, for ex¬ 
ample, associated with the so-called New Realism that flourished at 
the beginning of the twentieth century—have attempted to block it 
a t Stage Three. The New Realists accept the sense-datum inference: 
when the tomato looks black to me, I am aware of something black. 
They deny, however, that I am therefore not aware of a normal physical 
object. Indeed, they deny that I am therefore not aware of the very to¬ 
mato in question. For why should not the blackness that I see be a gen¬ 
uine feature of the tomato? The suggestion is not that the tomato in 
question has turned black, of course. The New Realists suggest, rather, 
that the features of which we are aware in illusion are as much genuine 
ingredients of the physical realm as those features that physical objects 
are commonly thought “really” to possess. Discussing the case of a sin¬ 
gle quantity of water seeming to be of different temperatures to each 
hand, T. Percy Nunn wrote, 

To me it seems true, not only that both the warmth and the cold¬ 
ness are really experienced, but also that, under appropriate con¬ 
ditions, both are there to be experienced ... I can find no more 
contradiction in the simultaneous attribution of the warmth and 
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coldness to the same water than in the simultaneous attribution to 
it of warmth and acidity. Only empirical experience can decide 
what qualities it is possible, and what it is impossible, for a body to 
wear together, and w r e must admit that experience shows us that 
warmth and coldness simply are not among the qualities which ex¬ 
clude one another. 15 

The view that physical objects possess relatively few objective proper- 
ties—those, recognized by everyday common sense (or, indeed, by sci- 
ence)—was stigmatized by the American New Realists as the brick¬ 
bat” conception of reality. 16 Jean-Paul Sartre held a similar view. 1 ' And 
in the ancient world it was, at least according to testimony of Sextus 
Empiricus and Plutarch, endorsed by Epicurus: “Every perception is 
true,” he is reported to have beleived. 18 

Now, taken au pied de la lettt‘e , a statement such as Nunn’s is, of 
course, absurd. (“Slime and confusion” is Plutarch’s judgement on the 
analogous Epicurean position.) 19 It is not the case that experience alone 
can decide what properties an object can co-instantiate; we can decide a 
priori against a contention that is recognizably incoherent or self-con¬ 
tradictory. In particular, the logical relations between genus and spe¬ 
cies, or between a determinable property and its determinate forms, 
must be respected in any intelligible characterization of reality—a re¬ 
spect that may seem singularly lacking in Nunn’s remarks. It is clear on 
closer inspection, however, that the New Realists were not simply em¬ 
bracing a mass of self-contradictions. As the slighting reference to the 
“brickbat” conception of physical objects indicates, such writers were 
actually engaged in questioning our everyday conception of physical 
reality, and replacing it with a picture of physical objects as extremely 
complex systems of variegated views and appearances. Reality is now 
regarded as being sufficiently rich to allow all the features present in 
our varying perceptions to be genuine constituents of physical reality. 
(Sartre suggests that such a “contradiction” in perception “motivates a 
free choice of true objectivity on my part.”) 20 

If our interest in Direct Realism is as a theory that expresses our ev¬ 
eryday convictions about the physical domain and our perceptual com¬ 
merce with it, the present radical defence should have little attraction. 
Our straightforward understanding of physical objects is replaced in 
such an account by a bewildering system of properties from which the 
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fairly stable everyday characteristics of things can be abstracted only 
with great ingenuity. Even such a staunch defender of Direct Realism 
as Winston Barnes could find such a pan-Realism too much to stom¬ 
ach, referring to “the wilder excesses of realism ..., in which not only 
reality but mind-independence was credited lavishly to almost any¬ 
thing that could be named.” 21 Barnes also goes on to put his finger on 
the crucial error involved in such “excesses”: on such a view “the world 
. . . [took] on the appearance of a great museum in which a few of the 
contents were real operative beings but the vast majority were exhibits 
only, ready to be produced on the appropriate occasion, but possessed 
of no other ground of existence.” The supposedly physical difference in 
temperature that my two hands detect in the water in Nunn’s example 
is a difference that makes no physical difference at all. A merely appar¬ 
ent difference is not, to be sure, wholly without possible causal conse¬ 
quences. Such consequences are, however, restricted to causal contexts 
that involve the psychological realm. I may, for example, be led to with¬ 
draw one hand rather than the other because of the felt difference in 
temperature. The point is that there is no possible non-psychological, 
merely physical, situation in which the supposedly physical difference 
of temperature counts for anything. This invalidates the claim that the 
difference in question is indeed physical. 

This consideration of New Realism indicates, however, that our Ar¬ 
gument may have to be more selective in the illusions it employs. This 
is because many of the cases of illusion so far mentioned involve states 
of affairs that do have physical significance. The difference between a 
tomato that looks red and one that looks black due to a difference of il¬ 
lumination is one that would show up on a suitably chosen colour film, 
as would the apparent bentness of a stick half immersed in water. It is 
therefore open to a less excessive form of New Realism to claim that 
whenever we are dealing with illusions that have a physical basis, we are 
dealing with genuinely physical features of the environment. Such a 
position has indeed been defended in recent times by David Arm¬ 
strong. “It seems to me,” he writes, “that we must admit that a real 
change in quality occurs at surfaces that, as we say, ‘appear to change’ 
when conditions of illumination are changed. I can see no ground for 
saying that such changes are in any way illusory or merely apparent... 
The sun, or a sodium-vapour lamp, actually act on the visible surface, 
and so it is reasonable to think of them causing different effects at that 
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surface.” 22 (It seems that Epicurus actually took this line, but held, mis 
takenly, that all perceptual states have such physical correlates.) 23 By 
contrast, when Armstrong considers those changes in colour appear¬ 
ance that are a result of juxtaposing different colours, and that are 
sometimes called “simultaneous contrast illusions,” he admits that be¬ 
cause “the differences in colour exhibited by the same surface placed in 
different environments are not due . . . to the differing causal action of 
these environments,” we have to “treat this as a change in the appear¬ 
ances presented.” 24 Such a view does, indeed, depart somewhat from 
our everyday attitude towards perceptible qualities. In particular, it 
construes many more of them as relational than everyday common 
sense would allow: we do not normally think that merely changing a 
light bulb brings about a real change in the colours of objects, or that 
walking out into the daylight changes the colour of the tie I have just 
bought in the shop. Such a revision may well, however, be thought a 
small price to pay if the only alternative is acceptance of the Argument 
from Illusion and a wholesale rejection of Direct Realism. 

In fact, however, stressing the physical basis of certain types of illu¬ 
sion helps the Direct Realist case not one jot, since there are—espe¬ 
cially given sense-datum infection—enough illusions having a more 
“proximal” location to carry the Argument through to its universal 
conclusion. For many illusions are purely physiological or psychologi¬ 
cal in nature: “subjective illusions,” as we may call them. As Armstrong 
himself mentions, the apparent colour of an object changes if it is sur¬ 
rounded by suitably contrasting colours (as does the lightness of an 
achromatic colour). Such contrast illusions are also found in the realm 
of touch: a neutral area within a warmer ring feels cold, and within a 
cold ring feels warm. Again, if the convergence of the eyes is artificially 
increased whilst viewing an object, that object will appear to decrease 
fn size. And the currently popular books of stereograms are an easily 
available source of striking subjective 3-D illusions. A particularly in¬ 
triguing multiple subjective illusion can be created using a “Mach 
strip”—which, because it is so striking, and because it provides easy ac¬ 
cess to certain perceptual phenomena that are otherwise difficult to 
produce, and which I shall have cause to mention later, I shall now de¬ 
scribe. Take a sheet of white paper, fold it lengthways down the middle, 
and place it on a flat surface so that, as you look down on it, it looks like 
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a roof extending away from you. Position it so that more light falls on 
one side of “roof’ than the other. Close one eye and stare at it. When 
initially viewed, one side of the roof looks shaded, the other not. After a 
while the roof jumps up, so that it now looks like two pages of an open 
book standing upright. Not only this, but the less brightly illuminated 
side now looks a dirty grey, the other a brilliant white. If you now move 
your head from side to side, the “book” will appear to pivot around its 
centre, turning wildly from side to side with your gaze. A most striking 
phenomenon. 

A particularly significant type of subjective illusion is that involving 
negative after-effect due to adaptation. 25 If a moving belt of rough cloth 
passes over the skin for a while, and is then stopped, there will then oc¬ 
cur an impression of movement in the opposite direction, “as clear as if 
the cloth had been set going backward.” 26 If a curved line is fixated, its 
apparent curvature grows less; and for some little time afterwards, a 
straight line seen in the same part of die visual field will appear curved 
in the opposite direction. If you stare at a bright yellow patch for a cou¬ 
ple of minutes, the yellowness will sensibly fade; and if you then look at 
a white surface, it will look slightly violet. This phenomenon of nega¬ 
tive after-effect is particularly significant at this point in our discussion 
since such effects are to be found in every sense. Physiological abnor¬ 
malities also open up a huge field of what in the present context count 
as illusions. Very short-sighted and colour-blind people do not visually 
experience the world as others do; and who knows what the limits 
are to the perceptual effects that may be wrought by tampering with 
sense organs and sensory channels? By rewiring my optic channels you 
could, doubtless, make objects of one colour look the way objects of 
another colour looked to me before the switch. By tampering with my 
ears you could raise or lower the perceived pitch of notes. And by tam¬ 
pering with the receptors in my skin you could affect my percepdon of 
temperature. In short, there are enough kinds of physiologically and 
psychologically based illusions to sustain the universal applicability of 
the Argument. For recall that, because of sense-datum infection, we re¬ 
quire only one feature of any perceptible object to be subject to illusion 
for the Argument to go through for the entirety of that object as per¬ 
ceived by that sense. Physiological intervention leading to mispercep¬ 
tion, in particular, is surely a possibility in relation to every possible 
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sense.'Since we are dealing with phenomena that have no merely physi¬ 
cal significance, a moderate New Realism is incapable of blocking the 
Argument at its third stage. 

It is now beginning to look as if the only way of resisting the Argu¬ 
ment is by blocking it at Step Two: by denying the sense-datum infer¬ 
ence. There remains, however, one worry that many feel about the 
overall form of the Argument. The worry is that, while the conclusion 
of the Argument is that we are not directly aware of normal physical 
objects at all in perception, the initial premise is to the effect that we do 
indeed perceive such physical objects, albeit illusorily. After all, this is 
how illusion differs from hallucination. Winston Barnes has therefore 
claimed that “not only is the argument fallacious but the conclusion 
contradicts one of the premises.” 27 This worry is settled, however, 
when we view the Argument as having the form of a reductio ad absur- 
dum of the naive view of our perceptual relation to the world, and spe¬ 
cifically of the naive reading of the first premise. Assume, for the sake 
of argument, that we are directly aware of the objects that appear to us 
other than they are, and that these objects are realistically construed. 
The Argument then proceeds, as before, to spell out the implications 
of one part of this assumption: namely, that such an object appears 
other than it really is. For, according to the Argument, one implication 
of this is just what the sense-datum inference tells us: that when an ob¬ 
ject appears other than it is, we are aware of something that really is 
that way. And from such a recognition of sense-data as the immediate 
objects of illusory perceptual states, the Argument proceeds inexorably, 
via the generalizing step, to the conclusion that some other part of our 
initial assumption is false: either Realism about physical objects, or the 
claim to directness in our awareness of them. With this worry settled, 
our conclusion must be that if the Argument is to be resisted at all, it 
must indeed be by denying its second step. 

There are two ways in which one might demonstrate the invalidity 
of the sense-datum inference: a laborious way and a swift way. For one 
way is to present a detailed analysis of perception that involves no 
sense-data or other perceptual proxies. In subsequent chapters our task 
will be to investigate such theories as have been devised, to see if any 
achieve this objective, and if not, to see if we can better them. Another 
way to dispute the inference is to suggest that it involves some fairly 
simple mistake; when this mistake is pointed out, the whole Argument 
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collapses. I shall conclude this presentation of the Argument by consid¬ 
ering the swift replies to it. I hope to show that none of them is satisfac¬ 
tory. When we have seen the weakness of all such swift responses, we 
shall have to face up to the serious business of developing a general 
philosophical account of perception that manages to avoid the sense- 
datum inference. 

SWIFT CRITICISM of the Argument sometimes begins by emphasizing 
the fact that, since illusion is fully recognized by common sense, there 
are resources for accommodating it that are unproblematically avail¬ 
able within ordinary ways of speaking of the world. For we speak not 
only of seeing things and their qualities, but of things “looking” a cer¬ 
tain way. And similarly with all the senses: we know that sweet things 
can taste bitter in certain conditions, and so on. Everyday thought al¬ 
lows that things can, in general, seem or appear other than they are; and 
this receives expression in everyday language, which embodies what 
has been called the “language of appearing .” 28 What is held to be cru¬ 
cial about such language is that it represents normal, public, physical 
objects as the entities that appear to us; and, in particular, that since 
talk of appearing involves no supposition that the object in question ac¬ 
tually is the way it appears, a proper appreciation of the use of such lan¬ 
guage shows the Argument’s crucial sense-datum inference to be sim¬ 
ply fallacious. For this reason, the sense-datum inference, moving as it 
does from “appears” to “is,” has been dubbed the “sense-datum fal¬ 
lacy .” 29 

Can it seriously be thought, however, that all the proponents of the 
Argument from Illusion have made some silly little slip in moving from 
“appears” to “is”? The language of appearing is indeed, as its advocates 
stress, a standard and commonly employed part of ordinary language. 
Have generations of philosophers simply forgotten, or become con¬ 
fused over, a way of talking that they acquired at their mothers’ knees? 
Let us note, first, that no proponent of the Argument has ever held that 
one may infer from the fact that some object appears to have some 
characteristic that the object really does possess that characteristic. 
The whole point of the Argument is to get us to recognize something 
other than a normal object as the bearer of the characteristic in ques¬ 
tion. The inference is always from some object’s appearing some way to 
some other object actually being that way. So the Argument at least in- 
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volves no simple-minded inference from “appears” to “is.” No doubt it 
will be said that the language of appearing warrants no inference to 
anything actually having the feature that something appears to have. 
But on what grounds can it be claimed that such an inference is not 
warranted? Simply that naive subjects do not immediately draw it, or 
that they deny it? Perhaps such subjects have not thought the matter 
out fully enough. Recall that the Argument claims that common sense 
'when thought through undermines itself. One indication that common 
sense is not as secure in this area as proponents of “ordinary language 
philosophy” would have us believe is the unsettling effect that exposure 
to the Argument itself has on most subjects who first encounter it—not 
to mention the over-reaction of the New Realists. 

We begin to see the real force of the Argument, and specifically of 
the sense-datum inference, when we ask the following question: When, 
say, something white looks yellow to you, in virtue of what does it look , 
specifically, yellow to you? What, precisely, is it for such a state of affairs to 
obtain? What are the minimally sufficient conditions for something to 
appear yellow to you, when nothing relevant is yellow? Typical appeals 
to the language of appearing have a merely negative import: to say that 
a white wall looks yellow to me is not to say or imply that anything is 
yellow. On the ordinary-language inventory of this situation we there¬ 
fore find a person and a white wall. No positive account has been given 
of what constitutes the wall looking yellow, rather than some other col¬ 
our . 30 One way of attempting to draw out the inadequacy of such an ap¬ 
proach is as follows. If, in the example under consideration, my only in¬ 
formation about the colour of the object I am seeing comes from my 
current perception of it, I shall, other things being equal, take the ob¬ 
ject that is in fact white to be yellow. But why do I take it to be yellow, 
rather than any other colour, unless, as C. D. Broad put it, something 
yellow js “before my mind ”? 31 When, in the situation in question, I de¬ 
scribe the wall as yellow, I do not just pick a colour term at random. 
Surely yellowness is appropriate to giving expression to my perceptual 
state only because that is the colour I am aware of. I say “yellow” be¬ 
cause I see yellow. When something appears yellow to me, it is, or 
could be, with me visually just as it is when I vertically see something 
that really is yellow. The same “sensible quality” is present to con¬ 
sciousness in the two cases. For were it not, why should I make refer¬ 
ence to the same colour in the two situations? What the Argument 
from Illusion attempts primarily to achieve is the recognition xhztsensi- 
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ble qualities can be present to consciousness in perception despite the fact that 
they do not cha?‘acte?‘ize the noivnal physical objects we are said to be perceiv¬ 
ing. It then challenges us to make sense of this fact. According to the 
Direct Realist, when the white wall looks yellow to you, you are di¬ 
rectly aware of a wall and (we may suppose) nothing else. The thing 
you are aware of is not yellow, however. So how does yellow get into 
the picture? The “ordinary language” response will certainly be to say 
that you speak of yellow because the wall “looks’! yellow to you. But if 
only a negative characterization of such looking is offered, this remark 
is not satisfying. 

There are, however, many uses of such terms as “appears,” “seems,” 
and so forth that no one regards as implying that anything must ac¬ 
tually be the way that something appears to be. Several critics of the 
Argument have therefore raised the question why appearances are sup¬ 
posed to sustain the sense-datum inference in the particular context of 
illusion, though admittedly not elsewhere. So we need briefly to inves¬ 
tigate the different uses of the language of appearing to see if we can 
distinguish in a principled way between those that do and those that do 
not warrant such an inference. 

We need, in the first place, to set aside those uses of the language of 
appearing that may be called “merely evidential .” 32 To say that the 
economy seems to be improving, or that the military situation looks 
bad, is not to give voice to the nature of one’s perceptual experience at 
all. I call such uses merely evidential because they simply have the force 
of “the evidence points to the conclusion that. . .” Such uses are purely 
judgemental, and typically express a belief that falls short of certainty. 
They are about as germane to an account of perception as is the use of 
“I see” to express any act of understanding. Such uses of the language 
of appearing will ultimately be based on perception, of course, but on 
perception of items other than the state of affairs that itself is said to 
appear to obtain—the “focal” state of affairs, as I shall call it. No one, 
indeed, supposes that in such cases something must actually possess 
the characteristics that one surmises are realized. If we push the ques¬ 
tion why it appears to someone that the economic situation is getting 
specifically worse, the answer is immediately forthcoming: since such 
purely evidential uses of the language of appearing express judgements 
based on evidence, it is the nature of the evidence that explains the spe¬ 
cific nature of the judgement. 

We need, then, to restrict our attention to examples of the language 
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of appearing where perceptual appearances themselves are in question: 
where appearances are not the contents of judgements based on evi¬ 
dence, but our very evidence itself, the actual deliverances of our 
senses. It has been suggested, however, that even here the language of 
appearing has the same force of expressing a judgement that falls short 
of certainty. Anthony Quinton, in an influential paper, suggested that 
“the mistake [with sense-datum theories] lies in the identification of 
what appears to be the case with our sense-experience.” He contin¬ 
ues by suggesting that “a statement of what appears to be the case is 
rarely a description of our sense-experience and is normally a modified, 
guarded claim about what is the case, expressing an inclination to be¬ 
lieve something about objects .” 33 Evidential uses of the language of ap¬ 
pearing are, indeed, common even in the context of perception of focal 
objects. I shall call such uses “perceptual-evidential.” “The island looks 
inhabited,” said by a shipwrecked sailor who has noticed smoke in the 
distance and footprint-like marks in the sand, is in some sense giving 
expression to his perception of the island, which is the focal object; but, 
clearly, no one supposes that such a situation entails that the island, or 
anything else, really is inhabited—least of all a sense-datum. If the 
sense-datum inference is manifestly out of place in such a straightfor¬ 
ward application of the language of appearing to perception, perhaps it 
is never in place. What a defender of the Argument must do is give a 
systematic method of distinguishing these admittedly evidential uses 
of the language of appearing from another use—which we may call 
the “(truly) perceptual”—and show that the sense-datum inference, al¬ 
though not pertinent to the former, most certainly is to the latter. This 
can be done. 

Whenever we have any evidential use, either pure or perceptual-evi¬ 
dential, we have evidence distinct from the focal state of affairs. In the 
pure evidential cases the evidence is wholly distinct from the focal ob¬ 
ject itself. In the perceptual-evidential cases the evidence does indeed 
concern an aspect of the focal object, but an aspect that is different from 
that concerned in the focal state of affairs. In the previous example, 
there were the smoke and the marks in the sand, whereas the focal state 
of affairs was the island’s being inhabited. In the truly perceptual cases, 
however, the focus of our judgement is the very evidence of our senses 
concerning the focal state of affairs. That is why the sense-datum infer¬ 
ence has force in these last cases, and not at all in the others. We are 
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not, in the case of the sailor, at all inclined to suppose that either the is- 
land or anything else is inhabited, because the crucial question, “Why 
does the island specifically look inhabited? n has a straightforward an¬ 
swer: because of the smoke and the marks in the sand. In the pure per¬ 
ceptual cases, however, there is no such independent evidence to make 
our judgement intelligible. That a wall looks specifically yellow to you, 
rather than some other colour, is not something for which you have any 
independent evidence at all. It just does look yellow. 

Quinton himself is alert to these facts, and admits that “there is an¬ 
other use of ‘appear’ in which no reason can be given for statements 
containing it and which do report observations.” Yet even here 
Quinton insists that the force of such uses of the language of appearing 
is to “report observations in a tentative way . . . They resemble ordi¬ 
nary categorical descriptions... in subject matter, but differ from them 
in expressing inclinations to believe rather than full beliefs .” 34 The 
question still remains, however, what it is about the nature of a person’s 
perceptual experience that inclines to such a judgement. Sense-datum 
theorists at least have their answer to hand: in the perceptual situation 
just described, the person is aware of something yellow, and, having no 
collateral information by which to discount appearances, would there¬ 
fore at least be inclined to believe that a yellow object is being per¬ 
ceived. Quinton (together with the legions of philosophers who have 
followed him in this) has no answer at all. 

In fact, however, such a demand for an explanation of our judge¬ 
ments may be thought to be misplaced. After all, not every belief of 
ours has an explanation in terms of prior knowledge, belief, or aware¬ 
ness. Some beliefs are, as it is sometimes put, “basic.” So why may we 
not simply find ourselves judging that a certain wall is yellow, or find 
ourselves inclined so to judge: find that such a judgement, as Price put 
it, solicits our belief’? Why does this judgement, or inclination, have 
to be explained by the wall generating an instance of yellowness of 
which I am aware, which awareness then leads me to form such a 
judgement? If an explanation is needed at all, why could it not simply 
be provided in terms of the object perceived, the nature of the percep¬ 
tual conditions, and the operation of my senses? Now, many propo¬ 
nents of the Argument have claimed at this point that perception can 
occur without the making of any judgement at all, and even without 
any inclination so to judge; so that when perceptual judgement does 


40 


The Argument from Illusion 


take place, it is determined by the content of perception itself. This, 
however, raises big and controversial issues, which an initial presenta¬ 
tion of the Argument should not prejudge. In particular, we are ap¬ 
proaching what Wilfrid Sellars has stigmatized as the “Myth of the 
Given .”’ 5 We hardly want to defend the “fallacy” by appeal to a “myth.” 

It is at this point that we need to turn to another way of drawing out 
the inadequacy of appeals to the “language of appearing.” What we 
need to do is to insist on phenomenological adequacy in an account of 
what it is for something perceptually to appear to one: to insist that no 
account can be adequate that fails to recognize certain experiential 
facts. When a wall perceptually looks yellow to you, it may be with you 
experientially just as when you veridically see a yellow wall. The expe¬ 
riences are, or may be, qualitatively identical. The Argument claims 
that the only way to do justice to this fact is to recognize that a veridical 
and a matching illusory experience have a sharedsensoiy character. When 
a wall perceptually looks yellow to you, a certain sensory quality is real¬ 
ized in your experience whether or not the wall is yellow. It is this fact 
that is either denied or ignored by appeals to the language of appear¬ 
ing. A proponent of the Argument claims that the fact that a veridical 
and an illusory appearance of yellow have something actually in com¬ 
mon is something that is veiled but implied by the truly perceptual use 
of such language. As Price says: “When I say ‘this table appears brown 
to me’ it is quite plain that I am acquainted with an actual instance of 
brownness. This ... is absolutely certain and indubitable .”’ 6 No doubt 
Price’s reference here to indubitability raises yet another controversial 
epistemological issue: the supposed incorrigibility or indubitability of 
“the mental.” And once again, it is advisable not to encumber the Argu¬ 
ment with such problems. Let us, therefore, construe Price’s remarks as 
claiming what used to be called “moral certainty 7 ” that certain illusions 
are qualitatively identical to certain veridical perceptions. I think, in¬ 
deed, that we may go as far as to say that such a fact is about as certain 
as anything can be . 37 

Daniel Dennett, for one, however, is not so sure even about this. He 
writes, 

Suppose I am hypnotized and told that the next ice cube I see will 

be pink. A plain ice cube is presented and I swear to its pinkness. 

Now perhaps there are two empirically distinguishable hypotheses 
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about such cases of hypnosis: (a) I have been induced to see the 
cube as pink, or (b) I have been induced to believe that I see it as 
pink . . . but what could be offered to persuade us to distinguish (a) 
from (b)? Not “introspective evidence,” so far as I can see, but per¬ 
haps there could be good grounds to be found within some “third- 
person” nonintrospective psychological theory for drawing the 
distinction. 'That leaves open the possibility of making a case for a 
variety of sensing-pinkly . . . , but at the same time pushes the is¬ 
sue, as an empirical possibility, far from the home territory of the 
obvious . 38 

What is being argued here is that the sheer possibility in principle of 
my mistakenly judging that I am aware of an actual instance of pinkness 
entails that, as Dennett puts it, “I cannot tell from my own experience 
whether or not my experience contains any occurrent pink!” It is some¬ 
what surprising to find a writer such as Dennett echoing a most tradi¬ 
tional epistemological move here. For does not this line of argument 
precisely parallel the following? “Since it is possible for me to believe 
that I am awake when I am not—for example, when I am dreaming—it 
follows that I cannot tell from my own experience whether I am ever 
awake or not.” No doubt Dennett will be quick to reassure us that per¬ 
haps there could be good grounds to be found within some “third-per¬ 
son” nonintrospective psychological theory for drawing the distinction 
between dreaming and being awake. Fortunately, it just does not follow 
from the fact that there are certain circumstances in which I should be 
mistaken with respect to a discrimination between two states of affairs 
that in no circumstances can I tell the difference between them; and 
even less does it support the idea that the very distinction between the 
two is dubious and awaits scientific validation. A position that denies 
that, prior to a well-confirmed psychological theory, we have no use for 
a distinction between being sensorily affected and merely making a 
false judgement simply does not deserve to be taken seriously. Indeed, 
Dennett’s line of argument leads to a self-contradiction in the very pas¬ 
sage in question. For he had earlier admitted “a manifest difference be¬ 
tween merely believing-to-be-pink and seeing-as-pink,” and allowed 
that “the latter is sensuous in a way the former is not”; but at the end of 
the passage no such thing is manifest at all—even as an “empirical pos¬ 
sibility.” The suggestion that no distinction can be drawn between ex- 
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perience and mere judgement or belief is, I suggest, one that can be 
simply discounted. Such a distinction is, however, all that is needed for 
the Argument to continue to present a serious challenge to Direct Re¬ 
alism. Illusions are (manifesdy) sensory in character. There is a com¬ 
mon sensory character to every situation in which a wall perceptually 
looks yellow to you, whether or not the wall is actually yellow. Sense- 
data need to be brought in, it is claimed, in order to do justice to this 
simple fact that perceptual situations can be subjectively identical de¬ 
spite a difference in the physical objects perceived. (And remember 
that our Argument requires only that such a matching pair of experi¬ 
ences be barely possible.) 

But why, it may be protested, should the mere subjective identity of 
veridical and illusory situations—sameness as far as the subject can 
te ll—be an infallible guide to the actual state of affairs? Seeing the yel¬ 
lowness of a yellow wall and seeing a white wall that merely looks yel¬ 
low are two situations which clearly have something in common; and 
what is in common is indeed yellowness; but surely such yellowness 
does not have to be actually present in both cases. Can we not account 
for the sensory character of illusory perceptual consciousness in terms 
of the “intentional” presence of sensible qualities to consciousness, as it 
is sometimes put? The idea is that, when a white wall looks yellow to 
you, the wall is represented by you, or by your visual experience, as be¬ 
ing yellow. So perhaps all we need say here is that yellowness is simply 
present as represented. Intentionality, whether original or derived, is 
present whenever we are dealing with representational media. Any rep¬ 
resentation can misrepresent; and what an object is incorrectly repre¬ 
sented as being is something pertaining to the object, not to the repre¬ 
sentational medium itself. According to Gilbert Harman (among many 
others) such facts are enough to undermine the sense-datum account of 
perceptual consciousness: “It is very important to distinguish between 
the properties of a represented object and the properties of a represen¬ 
tation of that object.. . The unicorn is pictured as having four legs and 
a single horn. The painting is flat and covered with paint. The unicorn 
is not pictured as flat or covered with paint... The notorious sense da¬ 
tum theory of perception arises through failing to keep these elemen¬ 
tary points straight.” The suggestion that perceptually representing a 
white wall as yellow involves awareness of some subjective yellow thing 
is, according to Harman, about as plausible as arguing from the fact 
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that there are no actual unicorns to the conclusion that a painting of a 
unicorn “is ‘in the first instance’ a painting of something else that is ac¬ 
tual .”- 9 When I look at the white wall I see yellowness; this, however, is 
an “intentional seeing,” no more requiring a real instantiation of the 
quality than Ponce de Leon’s searching for the fountain of youth re¬ 
quired a real object, mental or otherwise. 

Such an approach to perceptual appearances can be implemented in 
one of two ways. The first I shall call the “divide and conquer strategy.” 
This consists in upholding what I shall call “Naive Realism” for veridi¬ 
cal perception, but in accounting for illusory perceptions, in the re¬ 
spect in which they are illusory, in terms of the merely intentional, or 
represented, presence of sensible qualities in consciousness . 40 Naive 
Realism draws its strength from the apparent simplicity of perceptual 
consciousness. You open your eyes, and objects are simply present to 
you visually. The shutters go up, as it were, and the world is simply 
there—as if we were “peeping through our sense-organs,” as Sextus 
Empiricus nicely put it . 41 Or someone strikes a triangle, and a sound is 
simply present to consciousness. The philosophical gloss on this, which 
I am calling “Naive Realism,” holds that perceptual consciousness is, at 
least when veridical, an immediate registration of a normal physical ob¬ 
ject, in the sense that the sensory character of your conscious state, that 
whereby perceptual consciousness differs from mere thought or imagi¬ 
nation, is accounted for by the possession by that object of perceptible 
qualities, together with the fact that you stand in a relation of aware¬ 
ness, or receptivity, to it. One particularly straightforward analysis of 
perceptual consciousness along these lines is the “act-object” analy¬ 
sis, which we shall be investigating shortly. According to this account, 
there are no subjective aspects to perceptual experience other than the 
sheer fact of awareness. All changeable characteristics of such experi¬ 
ence are allocated to the objects of such experience. One form that Na¬ 
ive Realism can take is to embrace this analysis of sensory awareness, 
and to claim that at least sometimes we stand to normal physical ob¬ 
jects in this relation of “limpid and unstructured awareness,” as one 
writer (who disagrees with the conception) has put it . 42 Perhaps, how¬ 
ever, Naive Realism can allow some subjective dimension of variation 
in awareness. Perhaps, for example, it can allow variations in the clarity 
with which various objects are perceived. What, however, is essential to 
Naive Realism as I am construing it is the claim that that which gives 


44 


The Argument from Illusion 


senso?y character to perceptual consciousness is a public quality of some physical 
object, , 43 The problem with any such idea is, of course, that it can at best 
hold only for veridical perceptions. The sensuous character of an illu¬ 
sory perception, in so far as it is illusory 7 , is precisely not a characteristic 
possessed by the perceived physical object. Perhaps the glowing red¬ 
ness that is, as Broad says, “before my mind” when I vertically see a 
ripe tomato is simply the intrinsic colour of the tomato parading itself 
before my consciousness; but no such account can be given of the same 
glowing redness that I may be aware of while looking at a lemon when 
my optic channels have been re-wired. If this latter redness is an actual 
instance of redness, however, and if it is attributed to anything other 
than the lemon, the sense-datum inference has been accepted. Un¬ 
qualified Naive Realism avoids the sense-datum inference only at the 
cost of-failing to offer any account at all of illusion, or of appealing to 
wholly unclarified notions of something “merely looking” some way. 

The divide and conquer strategy attempts to supplement such Naive 
Realism by giving illusory perceptual states special treatment. Accord¬ 
ing to this strategy, the same quality is indeed present in a veridical per¬ 
ception and its illusory counterpart, albeit in two different ways: really 
and actually in the veridical case, merely intentionally in the illusory 
one. But this will not do at all. For one thing, illusions can be, and typi¬ 
cally are, partial: I may misperceive an object’s colour, but truly per¬ 
ceive its shape. According to the present strategy, the shape is here 
sensorily experienced, being really present to consciousness, whereas 
the colour is merely represented. The problem is, of course, that the 
shape is experienced as coloured —for if it were not, it would be invisible. 
This problem arises because the present reductively intentionalist ap¬ 
proach effectively denies the distinctively sensory character of percep¬ 
tual illusion. In place of such sensory awareness we are offered mere 
“representation”—mere thinking, to be blunt. Apart from being simply 
preposterous, this conflicts with the fact that a change in appearances 
leading to an illusion can be brought about by some merely peripheral 
physiological change in the subject. A possible re-wiring of my optic 
channels will lead to my experiencing a certain colour in precisely the 
way I should formerly have experienced some other colour. Such a pe¬ 
ripheral change in a sensory system does not abolish sensing and re¬ 
place it with mere representing; it changes the character of the sensing. 
The idea that a short-sighted person moves from sensing to merely 
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representing his surroundings when he removes his spectacles is 
equally absurd. Proponents of the present strategy, recognizing that 
Naive Realism is incapable of accounting for illusory perception in 
terms of the actual presence of a public perceptible quality to con¬ 
sciousness, notice that there are certain cognitive states, such as epi¬ 
sodes of merely thinking about something, where the object of cog¬ 
nition, together with its qualities, is clearly not actually present to 
consciousness, but is merely represented. Paradigm cases of such states 
are, however, those that are non-sensoiy in character. It then proposes to 
treat illusory perceptions as just like these. But illusory perceptions are 
a species of sensory perception. The divide and conquer strategy can 
diffuse the intuitions that lie behind the sense-datum inference only if 
it construes illusions as merely intentional or representational states, as 
not being sensory in character. But they are sensory, as we perfectly 
well know. Denying that a subject who is suffering a perceptual illusion 
is in a sensory 7 state of precisely the same kind as may be enjoyed by one 
who is perceiving veridically, simply on the grounds of the absence of a 
suitably propertied physical object, is about as plausible as denying, in 
phantom limb cases, that the subject is really in pain on the grounds 
that a certain body part is missing. This is not only absurd, but poten¬ 
tially vicious. 

As a matter of fact, the majority of philosophers who endorse the 
present approach to perceptual appearances do not adopt the divide 
and conquer strategy. They hold, rather, that all perceptual conscious¬ 
ness, veridical as well as illusory, should be construed intentionally. We 
may term this the “uniform strategy 7 .” David Armstrong, for example, 
proposes to account for all forms of perceptual awareness as being sim¬ 
ply a matter of acquiring beliefs (of a specified sort) about the environ¬ 
ment. Dennett has similarly claimed that the only things of which we 
have immediate reflective awareness are “propositional episodes,” that 
there are “only featureless—even wordless—conditional intentions-to- 
say-that-p for us to be intimately acquainted with.” Apart from such 
judgements, “there is—so far as introspection is concerned—darkness .” 44 
More recently Dennett has spoken not of propositional attitudes, but 
rather of “the sum total of all the innate and learned associations 
and reactive dispositions .” 45 Although there are places where it seems 
that Dennett’s only real target is a strong “first person authority” that 
amounts to incorrigibility, or infallibility, elsewhere it becomes clear 
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that more than this is being denied. He claims, for example, that “we 
can have some authority—not infallibility or incorrigibility, but some¬ 
thing better than sheer guessing—but only if we restrict ourselves to 
relational, extrinsic properties like the power of certain internal states 
of ours to provoke acts of apparent re-identification .” 46 A related claim 
of Dennett’s—to the effect that perceptual consciousness is to be un¬ 
derstood as a “presentiment” that one’s environment is a certain way— 
elicited what is surely a choice example of understatement from John 
McDowell: “This suggestion seems phenomenologically off key .” 47 

The earlier criticisms of the divide and conquer strategy effectively 
suffice to deal with this uniform strategy—if only because the latter 
is even more monstrous. One cannot, to be sure, argue against it by 
insisting on the common character that is possessed by illusory and 
veridical perceptions, since the uniform strategy of course offers a uni¬ 
form treatment of these two. But if reductive intentionalist analyses are 
incapable of doing justice to the sensory character of illusory percep¬ 
tions, they are equally bankrupt as accounts of veridical perceptions. At 
least the divide and conquer strategy, by embodying a limited Naive 
Realism, attempted to do justice to the obvious fact that when I verti¬ 
cally perceive something, I am aware of an actual instance of a sensuous 
quality. The uniform strategy denies even this. No sensory conscious¬ 
ness is explicitly recognized on this approach, and hence is effectively 
denied. Inside all is darkness.” Indeed, most writers in this tradition 
end up with the view that there is nothing qualitative in the world at all. 
This is because most of them accept the primary/secondary quality dis¬ 
tinction. So out there there is, as far as sight is concerned, just elec¬ 
tromagnetic radiation being more or less absorbed by electron shells, 
and “in here” there are just “featureless” propositional attitudes or dis¬ 
positions to discriminative behaviour . 48 Such a reductive, or elimina- 
tivist, account of sensory experience is astonishingly widespread today. 
On such a view of perception, all one is allowed to attribute to a con¬ 
scious subject on the cognitive side of things are thoughts, beliefs, or 
dispositions toward behaviourally specified discriminations, or “repre¬ 
sentations.” We have here a recrudescence of the “feigned anaesthe¬ 
sia” with which the earlier behaviourists were commonly taunted. By 
adopting such a position, by failing explicitly to recognize the distinc¬ 
tively sensory character of perceptual consciousness, such people sim¬ 
ply turn a blind eye to the challenge presented by the Argument. Such 
a state of affairs surely calls more for diagnosis than argument. 






The Argument 


47 


Rejection of such reductivist accounts of sensory experience does not 
imply a denial that perceptual appearing is irreducibly “judgemental,” 
“epistemic,” or representational in nature. Perhaps nothing can look 
yellow to you without your being at least inclined to believe that some¬ 
thing is yellow. Indeed, perhaps its looking yellow to you is nothing 
“over and above” your being so inclined. We shall consider the merits 
of this suggestion later. Even if it is true, however, what cannot sensibly 
be denied is that some such inclinations and not others have a sensuous 
character Seeming to see something yellow differs qualitatively, as an 
experience, from merely having a hunch that there is something yellow 
before one. We have already seen Dennett admitting that “somehow” 
this fact must be acknowledged; we have also seen how his positive ac¬ 
count wholly fails to acknowledge it, save as a distinction that empirical 
psychology could possibly make in the future. Perhaps it is even possi¬ 
ble, though I doubt it, that a sufficiently detailed functionalist or topic- 
neutral specification of a certain state will entail that such a state is sen¬ 
suous in character. What must not be overlooked is what it is that is 
thus entailed: the sensuous character of such states of consciousness. 
Any account of perception that cannot fully acknowledge the sensuous 
character of perceptual experience can be simply dismissed . 49 

Now, it may be that being in a sensory state, or even being capable of 
being in such a state, is not necessary in order to perceive. I think it is 
an open question, for example, whether insects are at all conscious or 
sentient; but they clearly in some sense perceive their environment. If 
so, the Argument from Illusion has no force with respect to insect per¬ 
ception, or to non-conscious perception generally. What must be re¬ 
jected, however, are all forms of eliminatdvism, reductionism, and an¬ 
aesthesia for us. By ignoring the existence of phenomenal qualities, one 
is simply sidestepping the genuine source of the puzzle posed by the 
Argument from Illusion. No doubt sometimes in philosophy progress 
can be made by showing how to avoid something that leads to seri¬ 
ous puzzlement. The present way out of the Argument is, however, 
achieved by the famous advantage of theft over honest toil. Russell’s 
well-known quip is not as mild as commonly thought. We should not 
forget that theft is a form of dishonesty. 

I HAVE ATTEMPTED to show that there is a principled way of distin¬ 
guishing the truly perceptual uses of the language of appearing from 
those other uses where the sense-datum inference, and anything analo- 
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gous to it, is wholly to be discounted. WTen, however, we turn to cases 
of appearing where what is in question really is the manifest appear¬ 
ance of something to the senses, there are still many cases where the 
sense-datum inference may appear at least problematic. Consider the 
following, from George Pitcher: 

Snakes are sometimes said to feel slimy, although usually they are 
not actually so; must we conclude that something else really is 
slimy? And what would that be—the person’s sense-datum? But 
what can be made of the notion of a slimy sense-datum? My dic¬ 
tionary tells me that to be slimy is to be “of the consistency of 
slime; covered or smeared with or full of slime; slippery, hard to 
hold.” Certainly, the sense-datum theorist has a degree pf freedom 
in specifying the nature of sense-data . . . But I cannot think he 
would want, nor be able, to conceive of them in such a way that 
any of them could possibly be said to be “covered or smeared with 
or full of slime .” 50 

Further problematic examples are not hard to find. Some things feel 
wet; do we really want wet sense-data, however? An oar in wuter may 
look broken; so are some sense-data literally broken? A person looks 
sad: a sad sense-datum? Sometimes faint sounds close at hand can be 
taken for loud noises far off, so if something sounds miles away, is there 
a sense-datum that literally is miles away from the subject? Something 
can look heavy; so is there a visual sense-datum that is actually heavy? 
Something can look wooden: wooden sense-data? One object can ap¬ 
pear to collide with another and knock it off course; so should we in¬ 
fer mechanically interacting sense-data? These varied examples raise a 
number of different issues, but none of them has the plausibility of the 
examples commonly used to inaugurate the Argument. And yet we 
seem not to be dealing here with evidential uses of the language of ap¬ 
pearing; we seem, rather, to be dealing with the simple appearances of 
things . 51 

It is not uncommon for proponents of sense-data to attempt to han¬ 
dle at least the majority of such cases by claiming that they do, in fact, 
involve merely perceptual-evidential appearings. It would, for example, 
typically be held that the look on a face is one thing, sadness—the “fo¬ 
cal” state of affairs—another. We do not, it is commonly said, “really” 
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or “immediately” see someone else’s sadness; what we see is a facial ex¬ 
pression that “suggests” sadness to us. The face is our evidence, on the 
basis of which we judge sadness to be present. The extremes to which 
philosophers and psychologists have gone along this path are well 
known. At its end lies psychological atomism . 52 The excesses of such an 
approach have, however, sparked an equally extreme reaction in certain 
quarters, especially within the Phenomenological tradition. Merleau- 
Ponty tells us that “I hear the hardness and the unevenness of the cob¬ 
bles in the noise of a carriage .” 53 More extreme is Sartre: “It is the sour¬ 
ness of the lemon that is yellow, it is the yellow of the lemon that is 
sour; one eats the colour of the cake, and the taste of this cake is the in¬ 
strument which reveals its shape and its colour to what we could call al¬ 
imentary intuition; conversely, if I stick my finger into a pot of jam, the 
sticky coldness of this jam is a revelation of its sugary taste to my 
fingers .” 54 One does not have to be a psychological atomist to find such 
suggestions objectionable. 

What is objectionable here is not the emphasis on truly perceptual 
accomplishments. What is objectionable, is the refusal to draw any dis¬ 
tinctions within the area of what is admittedly perceptual. For when¬ 
ever something is veridically perceived to be F, we can always ask 
whether it is so perceived in virtue of our veridically perceiving features of 
that object that do not entail that the object is F. Sometimes the answer to 
this is Yes and sometimes No, and this marks an important division 
within the objects of perception. The central point here is that for 
some, but only some, values of F, something can perceptually appear 
exactly like something that is F when it is not, even though we are per¬ 
ceiving the thing veridically . Someone can look sad and yet not be so— 
perhaps because he is pretending to be sad and doing it very well. But if 
he does thus look sad to us when he is not, this does not mean that we 
are misperceiving his face, even if it is solely the face that seems to 
manifest sadness. Pretence of this sort does not lead to visual mis¬ 
perception. The face of a person who is not sad can look exactly like the 
face of one who is, and visual perception can concern only how things look , 55 
Feigned sadness is possible because even when we truly see that a per¬ 
son is sad, we do so only in virtue of perceiving some physical attribute. 
On the other hand, one does not typically see that an object is red, or 
spherical, in virtue of seeing anything other than its colour or its shape. 
And if an object does look red or round in this straightforward way, and 
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one is perceiving this object vertically, it does follow that the object re¬ 
ally is red or round. Let us call any feature of a physical object of the 
latter sort a “sensible quality .” 56 

We are now in a position to formulate a simple principle that will al¬ 
low us to discount our recent problematic cases of appearing: the sense- 
datiim inference is in place only with respect to sensible qualities. The ratio¬ 
nale for this is as follows. If we are dealing with a perceptible feature 
that is not a sensible quality, we can do phenomenological justice to an 
object’s appearing to have that feature without recourse to a sense-da¬ 
tum inference involving that ve?y feature. Since an object appears to 
have such a feature in virtue of its appearing to have one or more sensi¬ 
ble qualities, we meet the demands of phenomenology by insisting on 
the sense-datum inference only with respect to these latter. Since these 
latter do not entail that the object possesses the former property, we 
avoid commitment to the sense-datum inference for all features other 
than sensible qualities. Of the problematic cases, sliminess and wetness 
are perhaps the most challenging, since they may seem to have the best 
claim to be irreducibly sensory in character. They are not, however, 
“sensible qualities” in the sense just introduced, for something can feel 
wet when it is not, even though we are perceiving it vertically: pow¬ 
dered graphite is a case in point. My dictionary tells me that “wet” 
means “consisting of moisture, liquid.” This is not true of graphite, 
even though it feels wet to the touch. We may indeed be misled into 
thinking that graphite is wet on the basis of how it feels, but this is not a 
tactile illusion: that is how graphite really does feel, how it really is to 
the touch. There is clearly some sensible quality that we thus detect in 
graphite, though one for which, as far as I can see, there is no name. 
This, however, is the quality which the sense-datum theorist should at¬ 
tribute to the sense-data involved in perception of wet things. Then he 
will not end up with sense-data that are wet. Or slimy. 

So I conclude my response to the appeal to the language of appear¬ 
ing as a way of blocking the Argument by pointing out that we have as 
yet seen no way of blunting the force of the sense-datum inference in 
relation to truly perceptual uses of such language in connection with sensible 
qualities. (A second, entirely independent way of responding to these 
problematic cases is presented in the following section.) 

AT THIS POINT it should be mentioned that many philosophers who ac¬ 
tually accept the Argument from Illusion have held that the crucial 
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sense-datum inference, precisely in the form in which it has been pre¬ 
sented so far, is unacceptable. YVhat they propose, however, is not an 
abandonment of the inference, but a significant modification to it. It 
has also been suggested, however, that such a modification robs the in¬ 
ference of any plausibility it might have had in its original form. In this 
section I shall argue that even if the modification is accepted, the Argu¬ 
ment still goes through. 

The way we have so far been construing the sense-datum inference is 
as follows. As far as perceptions of sensible qualities are concerned, a 
feature that a normal physical object perceptually appears to someone 
to have is one that genuinely does characterize a sense-datum of which 
that person is aware. So if a white wall looks yellow to me, I am aware 
of a yellow sense-datum. This yellowness is an intrinsic, qualitative fea¬ 
ture of my sense-datum. But it is also, or so we have been assuming, 
one that normal physical objects can also possess. For is it not posses¬ 
sion of just this quality that makes yellow objects yellow ? 51 It is this as¬ 
pect of the sense-datum inference that many have objected to. They 
suggest instead that we should recognize two classes of qualities: those 
that characterize normal physical objects—such as physical colour, and 
physical temperature—and those that characterize sense-data, these lat¬ 
ter being merely analogous to the former. Since it is standardly held 
that ordinary terms for colours, tastes, and other sensible qualities refer 
to the public features of normal objects, we need to introduce a range 
of new terms to refer to the range of analogous qualities that are pos¬ 
sessed by sense-data. Some today speak in this connection of “primed 
predicates, a usage I shall follow . 58 So a marigold is yellow; a sense-da¬ 
tum is at most yellow'. For a sense-datum to be yellow' is for it to have 
the quality of which you are immediately aware when something per¬ 
ceptually looks yellow to you. Wilfrid Sellars writes of these two fami¬ 
lies of qualities as follows: “The various species of visual sensation form 
a family of resemblances and differences which corresponds to the fam¬ 
ily of resemblances and differences which is the system of sensible 
qualities in the basic sense, the sense which pertains to material things. 
It is in this way the isomorphism of acts of sense and material things is 
to be understood .’ 59 Let us, therefore, from now on reserve the term 
“sensible quality” for the perceptible qualities of normal physical ob¬ 
jects, and sensory quality” for the intrinsic features of sense-data (if 
there are such things). 

A variety of reasons have been given for the need to draw some such 
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distinction. It is, for instance, immediately required by anyone who 
endorses any form of the primary / secondary quality distinction that 
stops short of denying" outright that physical objects are red, warm, and 
so forth. Physical redness, on such a view, is one thing; the sensory 
quality of redness (redness') is another. The latter is sensuous in a way 
no purely physical feature can be. Physical redness is, on such an ap¬ 
proach, frequently conceived as a disposition to cause sensory red'ness 
in observers, a disposition realized in physical items that themselves 
wholly lack sensuous characteristics. Wittgensteinians, if they recog¬ 
nize sensory qualities at all, would also insist on a strict separation of 
them from the sensible qualities of normal objects, on the grounds that 
the latter are essentially public features, a grasp of the concepts of 
which is governed by public criteria that cannot be constrained by such 
subjective features of experience as sensory qualities. Functionalists, 
too, will cash out the content of our attributions of sensible qualities to 
physical objects in terms of their physical causes and behavioural ef¬ 
fects, independently of how these may be realized by sensory qualities 
in experience. The possibility of undetectable “spectrum inversion”— 
the possibility that when you and I look at the same physical colour in 
the same circumstances, the sensory qualities characterizing my visual 
sense-datum are different from those characterizing yours, though in 
such a fashion that this discrepancy could never be revealed in our be¬ 
haviour—is commonly taken to reinforce such judgements . 60 I do not 
propose to discuss the merits of such suggestions here. I do myself be¬ 
lieve that a distinction between sensible and sensory qualities must be 
made if Realism about the physical world is true, and I shall so argue in 
the final section of this chapter; but the cogency of the Argument does 
not depend on the truth of one rather than another of the possible po¬ 
sitions that can be taken on this issue. What I propose to do in this sec¬ 
tion, therefore, is to show that a recognition of the distinction in no 
way weakens the Argument. If the distinction is invalidly drawn, the 
Argument faces no further problems at this juncture. (Incidentally, if 
the distinction is drawn, there is a very swift way to deal with the prob¬ 
lematic cases discussed in the previous section. There is no problem 
with wet or slimy sense-data, since there are none such: there are only 
wet' and slimy' sense-data.) 

Why recognition of a distinction between sensible and sensory qual¬ 
ities may be thought to weaken the force of the sense-datum inference 
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is not difficult to see. If you are looking at a white wall, but because of 
the illusory nature of your visual experience you take it to be yellow, 
the question Why do you take it to be specifically yellow, if you are 
not aware of something yellow?” has a certain force. The question 
“Why do you take it to be specifically yellow if you are not aware of 
something analogous to yellow?” on the face of it, however, has very 
little. Equally, the demand for phenomenological adequacy, on which I 
have come to place principal weight as a way of motivating the sense- 
datum inference, also seems to lose its force. The demand to do justice 
to the possible subjective identity of veridical and illusory perception 
seems hardly to be met by recognizing a sensible quality in the former 
and but an analogous quality in the latter. 

In fact, however, it is precisely by focusing on this issue of phenome¬ 
nal identity that we shall retrieve the force of the sense-datum infer¬ 
ence, despite the complication of primed predicates. For we have seen 
that the heart of our Argument is the claim that a veridical and an illu¬ 
sory perception may be subjectively identical. The central point is that 
we have found no way of doing justice to this fact save by accepting the 
sense-datum inference. For there may seem but two alternatives to ac¬ 
cepting this inference: adopting Naive Realism, and adopting a purely 
“representationalist” or “intentionalist” construal of illusion; and both 
of these positions are false. Naive Realism is manifestly so: the sensu¬ 
ous quality that features in illusory perceptual consciousness cannot be 
a quality of the normal object perceived, precisely because the state is 
illusory. Naive Realism can survive as an account of veridical percep¬ 
tion only if it is combined with intentionalism in the “divide and con¬ 
quer” strategy. Pure intentionalist or representationalist accounts of 
sensory experience are also false, however, whether they are restricted 
to illusory perceptions or uniformly applied to all forms of perceptual 
consciousness. The former denies that illusion is, or even can be, sen¬ 
suous in the way that veridical perception is; and that is false. The latter 
deployment of intentionalism denies that perception is ever sensuous, 
which is even more absurd. By contrast, the sense-datum inference, 
even when modified, recognizes that illusory and veridical perceptions 
are sensuous in exacdy the same way—a way that involves the actual 
presence of sensuous qualities in experience. Whether these qualities 
are termed “sensible” or “sensory,” whether they are properly signified 
by primed or unprimed predicates—whether, that is to say, there is a 
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single class of qualities that can characterize both normal physical ob¬ 
jects and sensory states—is, though a matter of some philosophical im¬ 
portance in its own right, of no consequence as far as the force of the 
Argument is concerned. This is because the dispute over whether we 
are dealing with wo families of qualities here is a dispute over the nature 
of physical objects: a dispute over whether, to echo Locke, they “resem¬ 
ble” what we are immediately aware of when perceiving, because they 
possess exactly the same range of sensory qualities as the latter. This 
dispute only arises once the presence of sensory qualities in experience, 
independently of the presence of normal physical objects, has been rec¬ 
ognized. The issue is then whether such qualities are “out there” in 
physical objects as well, or not. If they are, then the sense-datum infer¬ 
ence can revert to its original, unmodified form, and no more needs to 
be said. It is only if they are not that the inference needs to be modified. 
But then the resulting lack of intuitiveness of the inference is but a re¬ 
flection of the fact that intuitively we are Naive Realists. The modified 
inference is only for those who are no longer naive—only for those 
who, in effect, have succumbed to the Argument. 

MUST WE therefore conclude that the Argument is unanswerable? That 
would be premature. For the only thing that the Argument has demon¬ 
strated beyond any shadow of reasonable doubt is that sensory qualities 
that are not the qualities of a perceived physical object are really pres¬ 
ent in illusory perceptual experience, and that these same qualities are 
equally present in veridical perceptions. It is, however, perhaps just 
possible that we shall be able to develop an analysis of perception ac¬ 
cording to which such qualities do not function as immediate objects of 
awareness . 6I Many philosophers have attempted just this, and we shall 
be examining their accounts in the following two chapters. Any such 
attempt would, however, be rendered impossible from the start if a 
certain analysis of sensory awareness that is commonly assumed in pre¬ 
sentations of the Argument were accepted. Our final preliminary task 
must, therefore, be to examine this analysis of awareness. For if it is ac¬ 
cepted, the Argument does indeed proceed inexorably to its conclu¬ 
sion, and we can terminate our enquiry. 

The analysis in question is the “act-object” analysis of sensory 
awareness, which received one of its most important historical expres¬ 
sions in the classical sense-datum theory as it was developed in the 
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early years of the twentieth century by G. E. Moore and Bertrand Rus¬ 
sell. According to Moore, mental acts are “acts of consciousness: when¬ 
ever we do any of them, we are conscious of somediing .” 62 It is such 
acts as these, he held, that are the indisputably mental items in the 
world. Such an act is always to be sharply distinguished from the object 
of which we are conscious. “The entity which is experienced may be of 
many different kinds,” writes Moore. “But, whatever be its nature, the 
entity which is experienced must in all cases be distinguished from die 
fact or event which consists in its being experienced; since by saying 
that it is experienced we mean that it has a relation of a certain kind to 
something else .” 63 Similarly, Russell writes that “acquaintance is a dual 
relation between a subject and an object which need not have any com¬ 
munity of nature. The subject is ‘mental,’ the object is not known to be 
mental except in introspection .” 64 The term “sense-datum” was intro¬ 
duced to stand for the object of any such act of awareness that was sen¬ 
sory in character . 65 They both felt that the term “sensation” was used 
ambiguously by philosophers and psychologists, but that if it was to be 
retained, it should be used to stand for the act of being: conscious of, 
or acquainted with, a sense-datum: “A ‘sensation’ ... is my seeing of 
the colour, not the colour which I saw ... I think what we mean by 
‘sensations’ is the experiences which consist in apprehending certain 
sense-data, not these sense-data themselves .” 66 They both felt that the 
traditional notion of sensation was incoherent, because it involves a 
conflation of consciousness and object. 

If the sense-datum analysis of sensory states is adopted, the Argu¬ 
ment from Illusion of course goes through and Direct Realism is 
shown to be false. Such an analysis is not, however, irresistible. Moore 
felt himself entitled to it in virtue of the following kind of reflection. 
When I compare a situation in which I am aware of somediing blue 
with one in which I am aware of something green, these two situations 
both differ from one another and have something in common. What 
they have in common is that in both I am conscious of something. It is 
the mental act of awareness, Moore claimed, that is identical in both 
cases. This is in itself characterless or diaphanous, being a pure act of 
awareness of an object. So what differs concerns the nature of the ob¬ 
ject of which I am conscious: in the one case it is green, in the other 
blue. Except, therefore, for its character of being a conscious state or 
event, episodes of awareness derive all their character from the nature of 
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the objects of perception . 67 Such a contrast may also be made in cases 
where something merely looks green or blue—for what we are con¬ 
cerned with here is the nature of the perceptual experience itself, not 
objective factors in the public realm. The whole of Moore’s argument 
for his sense-datum analysis of experience is contained in the following 
short passage: “We have then in every sensation two distinct elements, 
one of which I call consciousness, and another which I call the object of 
consciousness. This must be so if the sensation of blue and the sensa¬ 
tion of green, though different in one respect, are alike in another: blue 
is one object of sensation and green is another, and consciousness, 
which both sensations have in common, is different from either.” 6S 

Such an argument is easily rebutted, however, as C. J. Ducasse soon 
demonstrated . 69 For its premise does not differ significantly from the 
observation that dancing a waltz and dancing a tango both have some¬ 
thing in common and also something different about them. But do we 
wish to infer an ontological distinction between an undifferentiated act 
of dancing, or moving, and a waltz-entity and a tango-entity to which 
we stand in some relation? Or, moving to the area of the psychological, 
do we really wish to construe being in a gay mood and being in a de¬ 
pressed mood as a matter of our coming into a relation with, an on- 
tologically distinct entity: a mood ? 70 The kinds of comparisons that 
Moore invites us to make simply do not of themselves point to any on¬ 
tological distinctions; any pair of determinate realizations of a determi¬ 
nable will exhibit the same features. 

Not only is Moore’s argument for the classical sense-datum analysis 
of experience extremely weak, the analysis itself is extremely implausi¬ 
ble. This emerges when we bear in mind that, although sense-data 
are typically introduced in connection with perceptual consciousness, 
the act-object analysis was intended to apply to all conscious states, in¬ 
cluding bodily sensations. So pains and tingles will be entities distinct 
from our apprehension of them, so that it is initially an open question 
whether or not a pain could exist out of all relation to a sentient subject. 
This is surely unacceptable. Indeed, it worried C. D. Broad, who nev¬ 
ertheless contended that “it seems to me much more certain that, in a 
sensation of red, I can distinguish the red patch and the act of sensing it, 
than that, in a sensation of a headache, I cannot distinguish a headachy 
object and an act of sensing it .” 71 Well, if this is what the game is about, 
I believe it goes decisively against Broad. I think almost all of us are 
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overwhelmingly more certain that pains are not ontologically distinct 
from us than that the sensuous aspects of our perceptual experiences 
are so distinct. 72 Indeed, Broad himself was not happy with this posi¬ 
tion, and finally opted for a mixed account, according to which bodily 
sensations are analysed as unary—that is, non-relational—states of a 
subject, whereas perceptual states are given an act-object analysis. In 
fact, in his later writings Broad even allowed that the act-object analysis 
was plausible for certain phenomena and not for others even within a 
single sensory modality, and he came to place increasing weight on how 
well-defined and definite the “object” appears. 75 A bee sting is pretty 
definite, however. But the real problem with this approach is not only 
that, other things being equal, a uniform treatment of the sensory fea¬ 
tures of experience would be preferable; it also undermines Moore’s ar¬ 
gument for the sense-datum analysis within the realm of sensory states. 
Be this as it may, at this stage we do not require a knock-down argu¬ 
ment against the sense-datum analysis of perceptual consciousness; all 
we require to block the Argument is a plausible alternative. 

I have introduced problems for the classical sense-datum theory by 
reference to C. J. Ducasse. Doing so may be thought to introduce 
problems of its own, however, since Ducasse offered as the alternative 
to that theory what has come to be known as the “adverbial” theory of 
experience. Ducasse states the view as follows: “The hypothesis, then, 
which I present as alternative to Professor Moore’s is that ‘blue,’ ‘bit¬ 
ter,’ ‘sweet,’ etc., are names not of objects of experience nor of species 
of objects of experience but of species ofexperience itself. What this means 
is perhaps made clearest by saying that to sense blue is then to sense 
bluely, just as to dance the waltz is to dance ‘waltzily.’” 74 1 say that this 
may be thought to bring problems of its own because, although the 
suggestion that the “depth grammar” of such experiential statements is 
adverbial has been taken up by a considerable number of later philoso¬ 
phers, the suggestion is vigorously rejected in many quarters. Some¬ 
times hostility is based on phenomenological considerations. Panayot 
Butchvarov, for example, claims that “the adverbial theory is incapable 
of doing justice to the most obvious and indeed essential phenomen¬ 
ological fact about perceptual consciousness ... namely, its intention- 
ality, its object-directedness.” 75 This response is in some ways similar to 
Broad’s position, since, in marshalling considerations in favour of the 
sense-datum analysis, Broad placed all the weight on phenomenolog- 
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ical considerations, albeit in a far from compelling manner. Neverthe¬ 
less, Butchvarov’s remark does present us with a challenge. For there 
clearly is some phenomenological distinction to be made between per¬ 
ceptual experience and mere sensation. T he former does indeed ap¬ 
pear to be, in some sense, object-directed in a way that the latter is not. 
The challenge is then to explain why this is so. In fact, this will essen¬ 
tially be our task in the following chapters of Part I: to work out an 
adequate analysis of perceptual consciousness that can do justice to 
its intentionality, its phenomenological world-directedness, while con¬ 
struing the sensory qualities that are present in such consciousness as 
intrinsic states of the experience itself, though not as objects of aware¬ 
ness. One indication that Butchvarov’s remarks are not a knock-down 
argument against adverbialism, but merely a challenge to develop a 
theory of perception, is the fact that the adverbial theory is presented as 
an account, not specifically of perceptual consciousness, but of sensory 
awareness as such, in all its forms. One common suggestion has been 
that acts of sensing are not of themselves perceptual or intentional; 
they are instead constituents of genuinely perceptual acts, with the ad¬ 
mitted intentionality of these acts accounted for by some operation 
over and above mere sensing. Investigating such ideas is, as I say, the 
topic of succeeding chapters. 

A more immediately pressing objection to adverbialism is due to 
Frank Jackson, who has argued that adverbial construals of sensory 
states are incapable of expressing all the distinctions and logical rela¬ 
tions between kinds of experience that we must recognize . 76 I shall 
mention just one problem by way of illustration. The adverbs that are 
required to express the phenomenal character of sensory states must be 
capable of being semantically complex. We cannot, for example, repre¬ 
sent an experience of seeing a red triangle as being a matter of sensing 
(red-triangle)ly—where “red-triangle” expresses an unstructured con¬ 
cept—for then we shall not be able to infer from this, as we can, that 
the experience is as of a triangle. If a hyphen is used, it must have the 
status of conjunction. No simple conjunctive account can work, how¬ 
ever, since sensing redly and triangularly is not the same as having an 
experience of a red triangle, since the former holds for someone who is 
seeing anything red and anything, perhaps another thing, that is trian¬ 
gular. Mere conjunction is too weak to express the co-presence of fea¬ 
tures that characterize a single object of awareness. 
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Adverbialists have not been slow to offer answers to such objections. 
Michael Tye in effect replaces conjunction with an operator expressing 
co-presence, and Wilfrid Sellars has pointed out that his own influen¬ 
tial form of adverbialism has never been to the effect that the relevant 
adverbs are such as “(red and triangularly” but, rather, such as “(a red 
triangle)ly”—a locution that unlike the former succeeds, as he puts it, 
in “collecting” the colour and the shape. 77 1 regard such replies, taken 
as a whole, as satisfactory. But a more important point, perhaps, is that 
all of Jackson’s objections to adverbialism are premised upon a wholly 
questionable assumption: namely, that sensing is not just unary, or non¬ 
relational, but unitary —entirely devoid of any constituents, at least 
sensing constituents. But why should anyone suppose this to be the 
case? Is it not obvious that your visual sensing of this page is but a part 
of your total state of visual sensing—that which constitutes your entire 
“visual field”? It is true that certain philosophers are motivated to em¬ 
brace adverbialism at least in part by a desire to establish an austere on¬ 
tology that does not “countenance” mental states and processes. 78 No 
such ontological reform is being suggested here, however. Of course 
there are such states and processes; the only issue of concern to us at 
the moment is whether they are to be analysed in terms of a relation 
holding between either the subject or the subject’s mental states and 
processes and a distinct entity —the “object.” That experience involves 
some kind of relation between the subject and the subject’s experiences 
is not here in question. 

Why, in any case, should it be thought that a rejection of the classical 
sense-datum theory’s act-object analysis of sensory experience must 
take the form of an adverbial construal of such experience? After all, the 
sense-datum analysis of experience was originally presented by Moore 
and Russell, quite rightly, as a novel account—one at odds with all tradi¬ 
tional talk of “sensations,” “ideas,” and so on. And yet we hardly ever 
find earlier, pre-sense-datum accounts of sensory experience attempt¬ 
ing adverbial construals of sensory experience. 79 

I conclude, therefore, that an irresistible case for the act-object anal¬ 
ysis of sense-experience has not been made. This does not, however, 
clearly weaken the force of our Argument. Although the truth of the 
act-object analysis of sensory experience would have clinched the Ar¬ 
gument, its rejection does not by itself indicate a way to rebut it. For 
even if sensory qualities are inherent qualities of sense-experience it- 
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self, it is far from clear how we can avoid the conclusion that we are 
aware of them as objects whenever we are perceptually conscious, or 
that we are immediately aware of the experience itself that exhibits 
such qualities. On such a view' perceptual experience would be self-pre¬ 
senting , and the upshot of the Argument would be that we are only ever 
aware of our own experiences, with such experiences themselves con¬ 
stituting the “veil of perception.” That this is indeed a possibility to be 
taken seriously is indicated by the history of the sense-datum theory it¬ 
self. In expounding the views of Moore, Russell, and Broad, I some¬ 
times referred to the “classical” sense-datum theory. This is because, 
subsequently, although the term “sense-datum” was often retained, the 
original accompanying act-object analysis of experience was soon al¬ 
most universally dropped. As early as 1919, Russell himself wrote: “I 
have to confess that the theory which analyses a presentation into an 
act and object no longer satisfies me. The act, or subject, is schemati¬ 
cally convenient, but not empirically discoverable ... The first effect of 
the rejection of the subject is to render necessary a less relational the¬ 
ory of mental occurrences ... A sensation in particular can no longer 
be regarded as a relation of a subject to a sense-datum; accordingly the 
distinction between sensation and sense datum lapses.” 80 H. H. Price 
was at least non-committal on the nature of sense-data: “But, it will be 
said, the Sense-datum Philosophers claim to have discovered a new set 
of entities ... I agree that some of them may have made this claim in 
moments of exaltation. But in a cool hour, I believe they would claim 
something much less specific. They would claim to have discovered 
(shall I say?) a ‘feature of our experience.’” 81 And A. J. Ayer, perhaps the 
most notable latter-day advocate of sense-data, never held the act-ob¬ 
ject view. 8 " The fact that denying the act-object analysis of sensory con¬ 
sciousness does not by itself blunt the force of the Argument is clearly 
recognized by the later Russell in the following passage: “According to 
some authors among whom I was formerly included—it is necessary 
to distinguish between a sensation, which is a mental event, and its ob¬ 
ject, which is a patch of colour or a noise or what not. If this distinction 
is made, the object of the sensation is called a “sense-datum” or a “sen¬ 
sible object.” Nothing in the problems to be discussed in this book de¬ 
pends upon the question whether this distinction is valid or not. If it is 
not valid, the sensation and the sense-datum are identical.” 83 

What all such writers subscribe to, and what I regard as definitive of 
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anything that deserves to be called a “sense-datum” account of percep¬ 
tion, is the following pair of theses: that sensory qualities are really , not 
merely intentionally, involved in all perceptual experience, and that 
they feature in all such experience as (immediate) objects of awareness. 
The fact that they are not regarded as being ontologically distinct from 
the experiencing subject in no way shows that they are not themselves 
objects of awareness. In fact, it is far from immediately clear how they 
could fail to be. After all, although a headache is not ontologically dis¬ 
tinct from me, it is certainly an object of awareness. Indeed, it stub¬ 
bornly draws attention to itself. The task that falls to us if we are to 
withstand the Argument is, therefore, no mean one. We need to de¬ 
velop an analysis of perception that recognizes the real, unreduced 
presence of sensory qualities in perceptual experience as inherent fea¬ 
tures of such experience, and yet in such a way that we can deny that 
such qualities are objects of awareness. It is to accounts of perception 
that attempt to meet these conditions that we turn in the next chapter. 

Since this is our task, I shall no longer refer to sensory qualities as 
sense-data, or as the qualities of sense-data. That would, in effect, be to 
capitulate to the Argument. The term “sensory quality” itself is indeed 
serviceable, but it leaves wholly undetermined what the bearers of such 
qualities may be. They might, for example, be sense-data. This same 
problem attaches to the currently popular term “quale,” since qualia 
are universal characteristics, not entities. In order to underline the fact 
that we need, at least, to reject the novel act-object analysis of sense-ex¬ 
perience if Direct Realism is to be vindicated, I shall revert to the tradi¬ 
tional term “sensation.” Perception is sensuous in a way that mere 
thought is not because it involves perceptual sensation . Our problem is, 
therefore, to see how such sensations can fail to be our immediate ob¬ 
jects of awareness whenever we perceive. Perhaps the appropriateness 
of this term itself will eventually have to be questioned, but it at least 
has the merit, at this stage of our enquiry, of opening up the abstract 
possibility of a defence of Direct Realism in virtue of regarding sensory 
qualities, or qualia, as inherent features of sense-experiences them¬ 
selves, rather than of some object —a sense-datum—of which we are 
aware. 

BEFORE PROCEEDING to our principal task of developing a general phil¬ 
osophical theory of perception, I feel that I ought to spell out a perhaps 
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non-obvious implication of our recent findings one that is not only 
both surprising and important in its own right, but one that will ac¬ 
quire some argumentative significance in Part II. The implication in 
question is that if we are to be Direct Realists, we must endorse the tra¬ 
ditional distinction between primary and secondary qualities. 

AJthough we have not yet passed judgement on the cogency of the 
Argument from Illusion, we have already seen that it does succeed in 
proving, or in drawing our attention to, one thing: that the very same 
sensory qualities that are actually present to consciousness when we 
veridically perceive a normal physical object may also be present to 
consciousness when we suffer illusion. In the latter type of case such 
sensory qualities must qualify something other than a normal physical 
object; and I have just suggested that, if Direct Realism is to have a 
hope of being defended, they must be taken as qualifying sensations or 
sense-experiences themselves, rather than classically conceived sense- 
data. Now, the denial of the traditional primary / secondary quality dis¬ 
tinction amounts to claiming that such sensory qualities characterize 
normal physical objects. 84 In other words, the denial amounts to hold¬ 
ing that a single range of sensory qualities characterizes both sensory 
experience itself and normal physical objects, and rejects the idea that 
we must recognize two families of qualities—“primed” and “un¬ 
primed”—to allocate to the ontologically diverse categories of experi¬ 
ences and physical objects. The very same sensuous redness that char¬ 
acterizes my illusory perception of a green apple when it looks red to 
me is to be found in the physical surface of a genuinely red apple. As 
Locke put the matter, physical objects “resemble” our experiences of 
them. 

Now, if the bearers of sensory qualities were sense-data classically 
conceived, rather than sensations or sense-experience itself, then, other 
things being equal, there would be less motivation to recognize a spe¬ 
cial class of “primed” predicates, different from and merely analogous 
to the sensible qualities possessed by normal physical objects. For given 
that sense-data are not “mental” in nature, there is perhaps little need 
to deny them the perceptible qualities that similarly non-mental physi¬ 
cal objects are taken to possess. If, however, the bearers of sensory 
qualities are such paradigmatically psychological items as sensations or 
experiences, there is a problem with recognizing but a single family of 
qualities. For the sensuous qualities that are in question here are the 
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“proper sensibles”: those that go to define our different sense modali¬ 
ties. They so define the different senses because they are inherent qual¬ 
ities of experience, and their very instantiation entails that a certain 
sort of experience is occurring. So how could sensuous redness, for ex¬ 
ample, possibly characterize an insensate physical object? We are not 
dealing here with some merely formal property that, like temporal du¬ 
ration, doubtless can univocallv characterize such radically diverse en¬ 
tities. We are dealing here with qualities that intrinsically make experi¬ 
ences the kind of experiences they are. Such qualities have the same 
status as the various qualities of bodily sensations. So there is as much 
chance of a physical object being sensuously red as there is of a pin that 
is stuck into my body possessing the same quality as my resulting pain. 
The only way that we could make any sense of this latter idea is by sup¬ 
posing that such a pin should itself be feeling pain. Analogously, the 
only way we can make sense of a physical object possessing any sensu¬ 
ous characteristic is by supposing that that physical object itself enjoys 
sensory experiences of some kind—for only so can any sensuous quality 
be realized. The view therefore requires some form of panpsychism. 
Aaid even this will not deliver what is required by opponents of the pri¬ 
mary / secondary quality distinction in its traditional form. For what 
opponents of this distinction suppose to be possible is that, for exam¬ 
ple, the round mass that constitutes the body of a ripe tomato, or at 
least the surface of that mass, should itself be characterized by some 
sensuous quality. Merely supposing that the tomato has visual experi¬ 
ences hardly entails that. The only way to support such a view, given 
that sensory qualities can only characterize experience, would be to 
propose a particularly astonishing version of the mind-body identity 
theory, according to which something like a tomato, or a tomato’s sur¬ 
face, could be identical to a sensory experience. I think we can afford to 
forgo the exploration of such a suggestion. 

What is particularly surprising about this finding is that the denial of 
any sensuous character to brute physical objects has been forced on us 
by an attempt to defend Direct Realism , whereas the primary / secondary 
quality distinction is commonly thought to be at odds with this posi¬ 
tion. We are now in a position to see matters differently. For if the in¬ 
disputably true conclusion of the Argument from Illusion—that the 
sensuous character of illusory perceptual experience is to be accounted 
for by the real presence of sensory qualities in experience—is supple- 
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mented by an act-object analysis of the way in which such qualities so 
feature, the Argument from Illusion as a whole goes through, and Di¬ 
rect Realism is refuted. The only way to avoid this is to construe sen¬ 
sory qualities as real qualities of experience itself. In this way alone may 
it be possible to construe them as not objects of awareness. If this is so, 
however, then the realization of such a sensory quality entails the oc¬ 
currence of a sensory experience that intrinsically has such a quality. 
Since brute matter enjoys no such experiences, it must be devoid of 
such qualities. 

There is a long history of philosophers from Berkeley, through 
Whitehead, to the present day who have railed heatedly against the pri¬ 
mary / secondary quality distinction’s denuding our world of its famil¬ 
iar, loveable, character. Indeed, even in the ancient world we find Plu¬ 
tarch lambasting Democritus for presenting a philosophy by which no 
human could live 85 If such a position is indeed intolerable, we should 
be clear what is involved in rejecting it: that we must reject Realism 
about the physical world as such. For even Di??ct Realism, in its only vi¬ 
able form, entails the distinction. 







Three Theories 
of Perception 



THE ARGUMENT FROM ILLUSION compels the recognition that in a ve¬ 
ridical perception and its perfectly matching illusion, the same sensory 
qualities, or qualia, are present in consciousness in exacdy the same 
way. This, and no more, has been proved. It has not been shown that 
we are infallibly knowledgeable about these qualities; that they are to 
be characterized in terms of the traditional schema of “meaningless 
sensations” that are “given” independently of any “interpretation”; that 
they serve as the foundations for all subsequent cognition; or that they 
are themselves intrinsically non-cognitive or non-representadonal. All 
of this may be true or none of it may be true; we have yet to see. The 
challenge to Direct Realism posed by the Argument is serious, and in 
need of a considered response, even without reliance on any such con¬ 
troversial theses. For a real Problem of Perception is posed by the 
sheer fact that typical perception, whether illusory or not, is intrinsi¬ 
cally sensory in character, and that this sensory feature of perceptual 
consciousness is adequately accounted for by neither Naive Realism 
nor reductive intentionalist accounts of sensory experience. We have 
also seen that the only possible way forward toward a defence of Direct 
Realism requires that we conceive of such qualities not as characteriz¬ 
ing sense-data—entities to which, by definition, we stand in the rela¬ 
tion of being-aware-of, or “acquaintance”—but as intrinsically charac¬ 
terizing psychological states, or the flow of experience as such. For this 
reason I have chosen to speak of “perceptual sensations.” Even if this 
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line is taken, however, Direct Realism still faces a serious problem, 
since the things that we commonly regard as sensations “bodily” sen¬ 
sations—are most certainly themselves objects of awareness. So, if per¬ 
ceptual sensations are always somehow present to, or in, consciousness 
whenever perception occurs, how can we avoid saying, equally, that we 
are aware of them , and hence but indirectly aware of normal physical 
objects, whenever we perceive? The only way to preserve Direct Real¬ 
ism is to make a distinction between being present to consciousness in 
the way that (perceptual) sensation is, and being present—and directly 
present—to consciousness in the way that the immediate object of per¬ 
ceptual awareness is. This is, to say the least, a subtle distinction; but 
on it hangs the fate of Direct Realism. In the rest of the first part of this 
book we shall, in effect, do nothing more than explore the possibility of 
making such a distinction. 

We can therefore state what has emerged at the very heart of our 
Problem by asking: How does perceptual consciousness differ from merely 
having sensations? For what the Argument from Illusion brings out is 
that perceptual consciousness and mere sensation have something in 
common. Both are experiences possessing an irreducible sensory char¬ 
acter. There is a presentational immediacy in both. We can contrast 
merely thinking about pain with suffering it, just as we can contrast 
merely judging a coloured object to be before us with actually seeing 
(or perceptually seeming to see) one. But how, then, do perceptions 
and sensations differ? According to Hume, “Every impression, external 
and internal, passions, affections, sensations, pains and pleasures, are 
all originally on the same footing.” 1 If this is so, we need to see how 
perception eventually emerges as a distinctive cognitive phenomenon; 
if it is not, we need to see why not. Making out such a distinction is 
mandatory for a Direct Realist, since all change in the experience of a 
sensation must be attributed to a change in the character of the sensa¬ 
tion itself a change either in quality, intensity, extensity, or location— 
just as the sense-datum theory claims. On the other hand, it is of the es¬ 
sence of perception that there can be changes in the character of the 
perceptual experience of an object that do not involve changes in the 
object of perception at all—as any illusory appearance of change in an 
object testifies. In short, a notion of objectivity applies to perception in a 
way that it does not to sensation. 

To say that the objects of perception are “objective” is to make all of 
the following claims. First, the objects of perception have an existence 
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that is not dependent, causally, conceptually, or in any other way, on 
perceptions of those objects: in short, objects of perception can, and of¬ 
ten do, exist unperceived. They therefore can, and typically do, have a 
relatively enduring, continuous history, in contrast to the episodic na¬ 
ture of those perceptual experiences that are “of’ them. So objects of 
perception are in principle re-identifiable. Secondly, objects of percep¬ 
tion are, to use Russell’s useful term, “public”: one and the same object 
is in principle perceivable by more than one subject. Thirdly, and re- 
latedly, such public objects are in principle perceptible by more than 
one sense. 2 Finally, there is a distinction between sensory appearance 
and reality. None of this, as a quick survey will confirm, applies to sen¬ 
sation. 

For this reason, a firm distinction between sensation and percep¬ 
tion has commonly been drawn by psychologists and philosophers. As 
Dugald Stewart put it, “It is necessary to attend to the distinct mean¬ 
ings of the words Sensation and Perception. The former expresses 
merely that change in the state of the mind which is produced by an 
impression upon an organ of sense; (of which change we can conceive 
the mind to be conscious, without any knowledge of external objects;) 
the latter expresses the knowledge we obtain, by means of our sen¬ 
sations, of the qualities of matter.” 3 A long and distinguished line of 
philosophers and psychologists have taken it as obvious that such a dis¬ 
tinction can be accounted for only by supposing that, in perception, 
sensation is siipple??iented by an additional, distinctively cognitive, act of 
the mind: that, in the words of Thomas Brown, the. “objective refer¬ 
ence” of perception is “unquestionably something superadded to the 
original sensation itself.” 4 On such a view, sensation does indeed occur 
when we perceive: that is why perception has the sensory character that 
it typically has. Such sensation is, however, accompanied in perception 
by another element that determines its character as genuinely percep¬ 
tual, and that thereby accounts for the applicability to perception of the 
notion of objective reference, or “transcendence” as it is sometimes 
called. This crucial second element in perception, over and above sen¬ 
sation, is thought , or the employment of concepts. Without this, sensa¬ 
tion, of whatever kind, is “meaningless” or “blind.” Because it views 
perception as an amalgam of two radically different psychological 
operations, I term this approach die “dual component” theory of per¬ 
ception. 

I believe that we can immediately discount one characterization of 
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this distinctive cognitive element in perception, despite the fact that it 
has had, and continues to have, many distinguished adherents. (It ap¬ 
pears, for example, to have been orthodoxy throughout the nineteenth 
century.) It is to the effect that, as T. H. Green succinctly put it, “The 
reference of a sensation to a sensible thing means its reference to a 
cause.” 5 By this he means not merely that in perception sensation is 
“referred to” what is in fact a (distal) cause of the sensation. What 
Green means is that in perception sensation is referred to a physical 
object as the cause of the sensation. Indeed, it is precisely such thinking 
in causal terms that establishes and explains the “transcendent” refer¬ 
ence of perception and its phenomenologically perceptual character. I 
shall refer to such a view as “causalism.” Perhaps the most insistent 
philosophical advocate of causalism was Schopenhauer. “What a mea¬ 
gre thing ... is mere sensory experience!” he writes. 6 What liberates us 
from this cognitive poverty is the understanding’s grasp of causality: 
“The first, simplest, always present expression of the understanding is 
the perception [ Anschauung] of the real world: this is wholly knowledge 
of the cause from the effect. . . [T]he understanding, through its one 
simple function, at one stroke transforms the dull mute sensation into 
perception. What the eye, the ear, the hand experiences is not percep¬ 
tion: they are mere data. The world first stands there in so far as the 
understanding passes from the effect to the cause.” 7 Essentially the 
same account of the distinction between sensation and perception is to 
be found in the later, and perhaps even more influential, writings of 
Helmholtz. 8 Here is a typical passage: “We can never escape from the 
world of our sensations to the idea [ Pbrstellung] of an outer world, ex¬ 
cept by an inference from the changing sensation to outer objects as 
the causes of this change.” 9 

I say that such a theory may be discounted; this is for two reasons. 
The.first is a conditional rejection: any such position is incompatible 
with Direct Realism. If, as Schopenhauer says, the perceptual opera¬ 
tion “grasps ... the given sensation ... as an effect”; if, as he also says, 
such effects are “ immediate objects for the subject”; then such an account 
involves the subject being im?nediately aware of a mere sensation as an ob¬ 
ject, and recognizing it as being caused from outside. 10 Helmholtz, at 
least, was frilly aware of this implication of his views: “We never per¬ 
ceive the objects of the external world immediately, rather we perceive 
only effects of these objects.” 11 The position, in other words, is indis- 
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tinguishable in essence from that propounded in such a locus classicus 
of Indirect Realism as Russell’s -The Problems of Philosophy: “Thus what 
we directly see and feel is merely ‘appearance,’ which we believe to be a 
sign of some ‘reality’ behind.” 12 Any such causalist account of the dis¬ 
tinction between sensation and perception can amount to no more 
than Indirect Realism at best—and not even that in Schopenhauer, of 
course—because of the way in which an awareness of sensations as ef¬ 
fects is written into the very content of perceptual consciousness. 

The second and unconditional criticism of causalism is simply that it 
is false—phenomenologically false. For when we perceive, we are not 
necessarily aware of a causal interaction between us and the world. 
There are, perhaps, the makings of a case for such a view in relation to 
the sense of touch: feeling and manipulating objects is both a mechani¬ 
cal, interactive operation and appears as such. But sight, hearing, or 
smell? Do the perceived objects of these senses really appear to be af¬ 
fecting our eyeballs, eardrums, and nasal passages? Or causing sensa¬ 
tions in us? 13 Whatever may be said about Naive Realism, it can cer¬ 
tainly claim to draw some support from the deliverances of untutored 
consciousness. Perceived objects do appear simply to be there. Foi con¬ 
sciousness they have an unmediated presence. 

Let us therefore turn to what I shall regard as the orthodox form of 
“dual component” accounts of perception, and that from now on shall 
alone be intended by this term. What distinguishes the orthodox the¬ 
ory from the causalist version is that, although perceived physical ob¬ 
jects are commonly regarded as causes of perceptual experience, the 
distinctively cognitive element in perception is not seen as a conceptu¬ 
alizing of such objects as causes of our sensory states. Rather, it simply 
represents a perceived physical object as a certain kind of physical 
thing. 14 This theory and the sense-datum theory are the two modern, 
classic accounts of perception. Since the sense-datum theory is incom¬ 
patible with Direct Realism, we may regard the dual component theory 
as the classic modern form of Direct Realism. Given this status, it is 
surprising how little explicit and detailed consideration this theory re¬ 
ceives in works on perception. As a result, some of the most significant 
attempts at a Direct Realist theory of perception in the history of our 
subject tend to get overlooked. Partly in order to remedy this situation, 
but partly because of the intrinsic interest and influence of their writ¬ 
ings, I shall present the dual component theory by considering two of 
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its principal advocates. In our own times, the most detailed and exten¬ 
sive development of the theory is to be found in the writings of Wilfrid 
Sellars, who almost single-handedly established it as orthodoxy, at least 
in the United States, for a generation. 15 I take him as one of our two 
representative figures. The radical separation between sensibility and 
understanding, which we have already noted to be a feature of this ap¬ 
proach, together with the claim, effectively entailed by this, that sensi¬ 
bility is of itself “blind,” is of course central to all Kantian approaches 
to perception—as is the related scheme of “content” and “interpreta¬ 
tion. I shall not, however, focus on Kant: partly because Kant exegesis 
is so fraught with controversy, partly because he is not a Direct Realist, 
and also because what he is primarily interested in is “experience” 
(Etfabrung,), not perception." 5 Shortly before Kant, however, the the¬ 
ory was propounded by Thomas Reid, whom I shall take as my second 
authority. I choose Reid partly because his is one of the earliest, and 
one of the clearest, extended presentations of the theory; 17 partly be¬ 
cause until quite recendy Reid’s theory did not receive the attention 
that it deserves; and also partly because this state of neglect has recently 
been remedied, though in a most unfortunate way. For several works 
are now available that present Reid as having, in effect, solved the 
Problem of Perception. As we shall see, he achieved no such thing. In¬ 
deed, I hope to show that no possible form of the dual component the¬ 
ory can satisfy us. 

Reid defines perception as follows: “First, Some conception or no¬ 
tion of the object perceived. Secondly, A strong and irresistible convic¬ 
tion and belief of its present existence. And, thirdly, That this convic¬ 
tion and belief are immediate, and not the effect of reasoning.” 18 In 
short, perception is a matter of occurrentiy having, or acquiring, im¬ 
mediate (that is, non-inferential) beliefs about the physical world. Per¬ 
ception is judgement. 19 This may remind us of the reductivist and 
eliminatevist accounts of perceptual experience noted in the previous 
chapter. Reid was, however, far from denying the presence of irreduc¬ 
ible sensory features in perception in the manner of a Daniel Dennett. 
Ordinary perception involves, for him, the having of sensations in 
addition to the earlier-mentioned cognitive functions: “The external 
senses have a double province; to make us feel, and to make us perceive. 
They furnish us with a variety of sensations . . .; at the same time they 
give us a conception, and an invincible belief of the existence of exter- 






Three Theories of Perception 


71 


nal objects.” 20 Such sensations, however, accompany, or occasion, per¬ 
ception, rather than helping to constitute it. More precisely, they fea¬ 
ture in a quasi-causal chain leading from the object perceived to the 
perception of it. 21 Impressions are made by an object on our sense- 
organs, which in turn cause some modification of the brain; such a ce¬ 
rebral effect gives rise, in a regular way, to sensations, which in turn ac¬ 
count for our perceptions—that is, our non-inferential beliefs about 
our environment. 22 Such orderly dependence both of sensation on 
physical impressions, and of perception on sensation, leads Reid to an¬ 
ticipate the currently popular emphasis on the way in which perception 
embodies information about the environment. 23 

One reason why Reid excludes sensation from the analysis of percep¬ 
tion itself is that, although for us perception follows sensation—indeed, 
is “suggested” by it—this is, according to Reid, but a contingent fact: 
“For anything we know, we might perhaps have been so made as to 
perceive external objects, without any ... of those sensations which in¬ 
variably accompany perception in our present frame.” 24 So we are, in¬ 
deed, in sensory states when we perceive; but a precise philosophical 
analysis of perception as such need not advert to them. 25 One can, how¬ 
ever, say that sensation is an ingredient in the total perceptual situation 
for us humans, with our given frame. IVe perceive in our characteristic 
way only because we enjoy sensations, and which perceptions we have 
is determined by which sensations we experience. What is distinctively 
perceptual, or cognitive, about such a situation is, however, accounted 
for by “conception and belief.” 26 Reid goes so far as to say that “as the 
confounding our sensations with that perception of external objects, 
which is constantly conjoined with them, has been the occasion of most 
of the errors and false theories of philosophers with regard to the 
senses; so the distinguishing these operations seems to me to be the key 
that leads to a right understanding of both.” 27 This leads Reid to say of 
Berkeley that he takes “one ingredient of a complex operation for the 
whole.” 28 

What underlies Reid’s whole theory of perception is the claim that 
perceptions, unlike sensations, have “objects distinct from themselves.” 
There is, he says, “no difference between the sensation and the feeling 
of it; they are one and the same thing. It is for this reason that we be¬ 
fore observed, that, in sensation, there is no object distinct from that 
act of the mind by which it is felt; and this holds true with regard to all 
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sensation.” By contrast, “He that perceives, must perceive something; 
and that which he perceives, is called the object of his perception. To 
perceive, without having an object of perception, is impossible. The 
mind that perceives, the object perceived, and the operation of perceiv¬ 
ing that object, are distinct things.” 29 This is, in fact, but an implication 
of certain other aspects of Reid’s theory. For he has analysed perception 
in terms of “conception and belief,” and both of these are intrinsically 
and essentially directed towards objects. “Belief must have an object. 
For he that believes, must believe something; and that which he be¬ 
lieves is called the object of his belief.” And as for conception, “When 
we conceive any thing, there is a real act or operation of the mind . . . ; 
but every such act must have an object; for he that conceives, must con¬ 
ceive something.” 30 As a later age will put it, sensations are not inten¬ 
tional , whereas perceptions are. The fundamental reason for this, ac¬ 
cording to Reid, is that “no sensation can give us the conception of 
material things.” 31 

Wilfrid Sellars is as certain as Reid that perception involves a distinc¬ 
tively “cognitive” element. He repeatedly points out that perceiving in¬ 
volves what he likes to call a perceptual “taking,” a representation of 
the world as being thus and so, claiming that “whereas we often con¬ 
trast perception with thinking, there is, nevertheless, a proper sense in 
which perceiving essentially is or involves a thinking ”—specifically, a 
thinking in presence.” 32 Hence perception can be characterized by 
him as successful conceptual activity.” 33 He is, however, equally insis¬ 
tent that that no purely cognitive analysis can be adequate to ordinary 
human perception. “It is clear,” he writes, “that, phenomenologically 
speaking, there is ... a non-propositional component” to perceptual 
experience. 34 More particularly, he says that “what I have so far referred 
to as the explication of the perceptual taking of a red triangle, namely 
its construal as a believing in a red triangle, is but one aspect of a more 
complex state that also includes a sensing of a red triangle.” 35 So, as with 
Reid, sensation is brought in to do justice to the sensuous character of 
perceptual experience: “Phenomenologically speaking, the descriptive 
core consists in the fact that something in some way red and triangular 
is in some way present to the perceiver other than as thought of.” 36 
Such sensations, or sensings, or sense impressions are not, as Sellars 
puts it, “epistemic”: they do not by themselves constitute an awareness 
of anything. 37 Awareness, for Sellars, is always an awareness of some- 
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thing as being something or other; and the “as” is taken by him to be 
“an index of conceptuality,” whereas “sense impressions are non-con- 
ceptual states of consciousness .” 38 The only sense in which a sensation 
can be “of’ a red triangle is that it is standardly brought about in nor¬ 
mal subjects in normal perceptual situations by red triangles and only 
red triangles. Here the “of’ is causal, rather than epistemic. 

With all these pieces of the dual component theory in place, we are 
now ready for the claim that is central to our own concerns. It is to the 
effect that the object—the immediate object—of perceptual awareness 
is that which is the object of the cognitive element in perception: the 
object of the perceptual belief or judgement. That this must be so for 
Reid is immediately implied by his defining perception in terms of con¬ 
ception and belief. Sellars similarly asserts that “what we are aware of 
in perception is what we perceptually take there to be, what... we per¬ 
ceptually believe in ” 19 Since, of course, what we typically so believe in 
are normal physical objects, these are what we are perceptually aware 
of: “The objects of perceptual knowledge are the objects referred to in 
the propositional component of the perceptual experience, and these 
are physical objects, not private, subjective... items .” 40 It is in virtue of 
this last claim that the dual component theory has a claim to be consid¬ 
ered a version of Direct Realism. 

WHAT MUST our judgement be on such a theory? The relation between 
perception and belief is far from the simple matter that Reid and 
Sellars present it as being . 41 Indeed, in numerous publications Fred 
Dretske has argued that belief is irrelevant to the proper analysis of 
perception . 42 No doubt, however, the dual component theory could be 
formulated so as to be consistent with any position we should ulti¬ 
mately adopt on this issue . 43 It is the role of conceptualization that is 
critical. In die next chapter I shall argue that allocating an essential role 
to conceptualization in perception is, depending on how it is under¬ 
stood, either simply mistaken or so empty and unilluminating as to fail 
to sustain any response to the Argument from Illusion. There are, 
however, additional problems attending the dual component analysis of 
perception—problems that all stem from its specifically dualistic char¬ 
acter. In fact, there are at least the following four reasons for thinking 
that any such theory must be rejected in toto, reasons that I present in 
an order of increasing seriousness. We can, I believe, learn something 
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of importance, if only it be of negative import, from clearly seeing the 
shortcomings of this perennially attractive theory of perception. 

First, can we really do phenomenological justice to perceptual con¬ 
sciousness by allocating to sensation a merely causal, or “occasioning,” 
role in relation to perceptual judgement? Would it really be unfair to 
say that on such a view we do not really see (or hear or feel) objects in 
our environment, but are merely brought to think that various physi¬ 
cal items are present? 44 But a headache could make me think of my 
mother. Indeed, it is presumably possible that a headache should cause 
me to believe that my mother is present. I should not, however, thereby 
be perceiving my mother—even if she were indeed present, and even if 
she had somehow caused the headache. 45 On the dual component the¬ 
ory, perceptual judgements are not perceptual because they are based 
upon, or derive from, or are caused by, perception. They derive, rather, 
from mere sensation. Nor are such judgements perceptual in their own 
right: in themselves they are just judgements as to what is the case, dif¬ 
fering from any non-perceptual judgement simply in their aetiology. It 
is hardly a satisfactory reply to this general objection to be told by 
Sellars that the distinctively cognitive achievement in perception is 
guided “from without,” causally, by sensations 46 —for that applies to the 
earlier belief in my mother’s presence. We need, in short, to do justice 
to the immediate sensory presence of physical objects to us in perception. 
We do not achieve this by making our relation of awareness to the 
world wholly a matter of judgement, and by throwing in some sensory 
items to try and make good the phenomenology. 

As Reid fully recognized, any such account has to settle for an ul¬ 
timate unintelligibility at the heart of perceptual consciousness. Al- 

ough, for him, sensations are signs that suggest conceptions of the sur¬ 
rounding world he even speaks of them as constituting a kind of 
natural language the manner in which they operate is so much be¬ 
yond our comprehension that he can speak in this connection of magic: 
A third class of rational signs comprehends those which, though we 
never before had any notion or conception of the things signified, do 
suggest it, or conjure it up, as it were, by a kind of natural magic, and at 
once give us a conception, and create a belief of it.” 47 This third class 
comprises perceptual sensation. He suggests, rather lamely, that we re¬ 
fer this operation to an “original principle” of the human mind, and, on 
one occasion, to “the inspiration of the Almighty.” 48 Speaking of a per- 
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son’s knowledge derived from perception, he says that “he is led to it in 
the dark, and knows not how he came by it.” 49 Michael Ayers states the 
problem here concisely, in relation to both Reid and Malebranche: “In 
separating ‘perception’ and ‘sensation’ as different sorts of mental oc¬ 
currence, they made the connection between them unintelligible.” 50 By 
contrast, Ayers is surely correct in stressing the distinctively transparent 
character of perceptual belief, which separates it, as by a gulf, from any 
mere hunch or Dennettian “premonition.” 51 Reid, as we have seen, is 
no Dennett; he fully recognizes a sensory aspect to perception. What 
he effectively offers us, however, is such a sensory element giving rise to 
a blind bunch. There has surely got to be something awry here—some¬ 
thing that stems from the theory’s dualistic nature. 

Secondly, the dualism of the theory would seem to render it incapa¬ 
ble of giving an acceptable account of the distinction between illusion 
and veridical perception. We all know that despite seeing something, 
even veridically, we can acquire a false belief about it—even about its 
perceptible aspects. Imagine, for example, that you are the referee of a 
snooker game, and that you are called upon to declare whether the 
white ball has just hit the yellow or the green ball first. It is quite possi¬ 
ble, especially if there was but a split second between the two impacts, 
for you to be wholly convinced that it hit the green one first, even 
though you saw it first hit the yellow ball. What, however, can it mean 
to say that, despite your judgement to the contrary, you really did see 
the white ball hit the yellow one before the green? One possibility is 
that you misperceived the scene: for whatever reason, it really did look, 
from where you were standing, as though the white ball hit the green 
one first. That, however, would be unusual. What normally happens in 
such cases is that, despite your belief to the contrary, not only did you 
see the white ball hit the yellow one first, but the scene visually ap¬ 
peared to you that way. When we make such mistakes—and they are far 
from uncommon, especially with brief events, or when pinpoint accu¬ 
racy is called for, and generally under conditions that stretch our per¬ 
ceptual capacities—we do not typically suffer an illusion , even in the 
wide sense of this term that is operative in these pages. Other things 
being equal, what you see is determined by what unfolds in your visual 
field, in the flow of visual sensation. In such situations, your senses regis¬ 
ter the scene accurately; it is your “cognition” that is at fault. If we could 
have a slow-motion re-run of our perceptual experience, we like to 
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imagine, we should be in a much better position to state what it was we 
really saw. Now, in slow motion, you clearly see the white ball touch 
the yellow ball first before rebounding on to the green. When it all 
happened so fast, however, you acquired the wrong belief. On the dual 
component theory, however, sensation is of no cognitive value what¬ 
ever except in so far as it occasions a judgement, which alone can be ac¬ 
curate or inaccurate. 

The following, related problem also arises. Consider a case where, as 
before, you acquire a false belief concerning what took place in your 
field of vision, but where you also suffer an illusion: the white really did 
hit the green first, but because of trick lighting, mirrors, time delays, or 
what have you, your visual sensations are the same as if you were seeing 
it hit the yellow first. Here we have a case where you perceive a scene, 
make a correct perceptual judgement about it, and yet misperceive it. 
What both these examples show is that we need to be able to make 
sense of the distinction between illusion and veridicality in perception 
prior to any post-sensory judgement. On the dual component theory, 
however, that will take us to the level of mere sensation where, since 
this level is pre-perceptual, such notions can get no purchase. 

Thirdly, the dual component theory does not even succeed in the 
crucial task of sustaining Direct Realism. One fact that should immedi¬ 
ately raise our suspicions is that what is essentially a dual component 
account of our perceptual transactions with the physical world has been 
explicitly promulgated by many writers as a form of Indirect Realism. 
Indeed, from Sir William Hamilton’s detailed commentary on Reid 
through to recent responses to Sellars, there has been a sustained com¬ 
plaint that, whatever its possible merits, the dual component approach 
to perception fails to be a form of Direct Realism. 52 In particular, Reid’s 
contention that sensations are “signs” that “suggest” conceptions of 
physical objects to us does not serve to distinguish his position from In¬ 
direct Realism. In the Problems of Philosophy Russell asks, “Granted that 
we are certain of our own sense-data, have we any reason for regarding 
them as signs of the existence of something else, which we can call the 
physical object? And later in the same work he writes that “over and 
above the sensations of colour, hardness, noise, and so on, which make 
up the appearance of the table to me, I assume that there is something 
else, of which these things ate appearances.” 53 These remarks are part 
of a classic exposition of Indirect Realism, and what they express is— 
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except for the epistemological worry present in the first quotation— 
identical with Reid’s position. (Indeed, it is one of the greatest ironies 
in the history of the philosophy of perception that Russell’s work on 
the Problems of Philosophy, one of the classic Indirect Realist texts, in¬ 
volved a close study of Reid’s writings!) Moreover, it is worth recalling 
that die nodon of suggestion, which Reid took over from Berkeley, was 
used by Berkeley, quite reasonably, only in cases where we lack “imme¬ 
diate” perception. For Berkeley’s principal use for the notion of sugges¬ 
tion was to define, by its absence, the notion of a “sensible thing,” 
and, equivalently, of an object that is “immediately perceived.” Despite 
Reid’s intentions, this feature of suggestion carries over into his own 
theory. We have need of suggestion only where we have not been given 
the thing itself. 54 

Some commentators have attempted to extricate Reid from this di¬ 
sastrous position by pointing out that for him the relation of significat¬ 
ion is causal in nature. 55 It is certainly true that the move from sign to 
signified reality is not inferential for him—as it was for Helmholtz and 
many other leading Indirect Realists. 56 This, however, hardly saves the 
day. For one thing, since self-styled Indirect Realists who appeal to in¬ 
ference typically claim that it occurs unconsciously, it is far from clear 
how significantly different Reid’s talk of suggestion really is. For an¬ 
other, it is not the case, contrary to what many writers suggest, that In¬ 
direct Realism simply amounts to being a Realist and recognizing such 
inference. Perhaps inference here entails indirectness, but the converse 
is certainly not the case. Consider David Hume. He was an Indirect 
Realist; and yet no inference is involved in perceptual consciousness on 
his view. 57 Rather, we mistake our perceptions for physical objects, at¬ 
tributing to our perceptions an independence from sense that they do 
not have. H. A. Prichard was of the same opinion: “What we call seeing 
or feeling a body consists in genuinely mistaking certain sensa for a 
body.” 58 Perhaps, however, Reid’s talk of signs and suggestion was but 
an unfortunate choice of vocabulary. Certainly, we find no such lan¬ 
guage in Sellars. Nevertheless, the suspicion that the dual component 
account of perception fails to amount to Direct Realism will fail to be 
justified only if its proponents can convince us that sensations do not 
function as objects of awareness. This they have never been able to do. 

In Sellars, for example, we find little more than bare assertion on this 
point: the object of awareness is the object of the distinctively cognitive 
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element in perception, and there is no other. He does, to be sure, at¬ 
tempt to derive this conclusion from his insistence that the role of 
sensations in perception is causal rather than “epistemic”: “The direct 
perception of physical objects is mediated by the occurrence of sense 
impressions which latter are, in themselves, thoroughly non-cognitive. 
Furthermore, this mediation is causal rather than epistemic. Sense im¬ 
pressions do not mediate by virtue of being known.” 59 A perceptual tak¬ 
ing is a “conceptual response to a stimulus”™ Because of this, “the sensa¬ 
tion of red is not a reason even for I a??i seeing ?‘ed. Having sensations is 
having causes of judgements, not reasons for judgements.” 61 Indeed, he 
can say, as we have seen, that sense-impressions guide conceptual activ¬ 
ity “from without.” Such an emphasis on the distinction between a rea¬ 
son and a cause is not convincing, in relation to our present concern, 
however, because an Indirect Realist need not hold that an awareness of 
sensations provides a reason for believing in the existence of “external” 
objects. Recall Hume and Prichard. Even if an awareness of sensation 
merely causes us so to believe, if what functions causally here is indeed 
an awareness of a sensation , perception is “epistemically” indirect. If we 
ignore this false trail, we are left, as I say, with brute assertion on 
Sellars’s part. We have seen that the crucial problem for Direct Realism 
is how perceptual sensation can be in consciousness and yet not be an object 
of awareness. I cannot see that any real light is thrown on this problem 
by Sellars’s writings. 62 

Reid, however, is somewhat more sensitive to the problem, and 
throughout his writings repeatedly claims that we do not pay any atten¬ 
tion to our sensations . 63 Sensations are indeed states of consciousness, but 
in perception we are not conscious of them. Reid points out, for exam¬ 
ple, that most of the objects we see at any time—all those before or be¬ 
yond the point at which we are focusing—are seen double; but this fact 
comes as a surprise to most people. And in general, “besides the sensa¬ 
tions that are either agreeable or disagreeable, there is still a greater 
number that are indifferent. To these we give so little attention that 
they have no name, and are immediately forgotten, as if they had never 
been; and it requires attention to the operations of our minds to be 
convinced of their existence.” 64 Because of this, “though all philoso¬ 
phers agree that in seeing colour there is sensation, it is not easy to per¬ 
suade the vulgar, that, in seeing a coloured body, when the light is not 
too strong, nor the eye inflamed, they have any sensation or feeling at 
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all.” 65 Matters are, however, far from so straightforward. The fact that 
the “vulgar” do not recognize the existence of perceptual sensation cuts 
no ice, since they are Naive Realists—a view we have seen to be false. It 
does not follow from their ignorance that in perception they are not 
aware of what is in fact, as philosophers or psychologists are in a posi¬ 
tion to recognize, a sensation. Perhaps, as Hume suggests, the vulgar 

confound perceptions and objects.” 66 Moreover, Reid’s claim that we 
overlook our perceptual sensations is plainly false. That there are per¬ 
ceptual sensations that we do overlook hardly needs arguing. 67 But that 
all are overlooked is a claim that is quickly seen to be false when we re¬ 
call that sensations have been introduced by the dual component theo¬ 
rist so as to account for the sensuous nature of perceptual experience. 
Literally to overlook our sensations would be to overlook the fact that 
perceptual experience is sensuous at all—to overlook the fact that we 
are perceiving, rather than merely thinking. That we do not, at an unre- 
flective level, explicitly recognize them as sensations is, for the oppo¬ 
nent to Direct Realism, a matter of no moment. In particular, Reid’s 
claim makes nonsense of the phenomenon of perceptual attention. 
Consider what happens when we hear a sound, for example. Out there 
in the physical world there is, as Reid would be the first to admit, sim¬ 
ply vibrating air. When we hear something, our attention is focused by 
a phenomenon having an auditory quality, which is, according to the 
present theory, that of sensation. To overlook such a sensation, or not 
to attend to it, would be to overlook, or not to attend to, the sound it¬ 
self. It is through such sensation that we are alert to perceptible aspects 
of the physical world. When such cases are under consideration, how 
are we to resist Helmholtz’s claim that “the . . . grasp of the object 
shows that the sensation in question has been perceived and employed 
by consciousness”? 68 

In fact, when Reid turns to detailed consideration of the various 
senses, he is forced to face up to this fact. “Three of our senses,” he 
writes, “to wit, smell, taste, and hearing, originally give us only certain 
sensations, and a conviction that these sensations are occasioned by 
some external object.” 69 Because of this, our very conception of such 
“secondary qualities” involves reference to a type of sensation. Sensa¬ 
tions relating to secondary qualities “are not only signs of the object 
perceived, but they bear a capital part in the notion we form of it. We 
conceive it only as that which occasions such a sensation, and therefore 
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cannot reflect upon it without thinking of the sensation which it occa¬ 
sions. We have no other mark whereby to distinguish it. The thought 
of a secondary quality, therefore, always carries us back to the sensation 
which it produces.” 70 In other words, Reid endorses the primary / sec¬ 
ondary quality distinction on two levels. Not only does he hold that as 
a matter of fact the sensuous qualities of perceptual experience are 
qualities of sensation that bear no resemblance to configurations of in¬ 
ert, insentient, physical matter; he also holds that this distinction is em¬ 
bodied in perceptual consciousness itself, as a distinction between the 
different sorts of conceptions that are found in our perceptions of pri¬ 
mary and secondary qualities: “They are distinguished by this, that of 
the primary we have by our senses a direct and distinct notion; but of 
the secondary only a relative notion, which must, because it is only rel¬ 
ative, be obscure; they are conceived only as the unknown causes or oc¬ 
casions of certain sensations with which we are so well acquainted.” 71 
Hence he can say, quite explicitly, that “the sensations belonging to 
secondary qualities are an object of our attention.” 72 By contrast, our 
conceptions of primary qualities are clear, intelligible and non-relative. 
In fact, much of what Reid says about our perception of primary quali¬ 
ties and the fundamental role they play in constituting our awareness of 
an objective world has at least an element of truth in it—one that I shall 
attempt to incorporate into a viable theory of perception in the final 
chapter of Part I. The suggestion that sensations are overlooked in 
perception is at its most plausible in the case where we feel an object to 
discover its shape. As we pass our hands over a solid object, feeling its 
sides and edges, we have a succession of fleeting tactile sensations, but a 
steady conviction of a single coherent body with a determinate shape. 
The discrepancy between sensations and perception is clear here be¬ 
cause ofrthe serial nature of the tactile sensations that subserve the per¬ 
ception of an unchanging persistent body. If, however, such observa¬ 
tions can be put to the service of Direct Realism, they are, in Reid’s 
own theory, wholly subverted by his account of the perception of sec¬ 
ondary qualities—those that involve, on Reid’s own admission, atten¬ 
tion to sensory features that are themselves qualities of sensation. For 
given that every perceptible physical object has some sensuous (or “sec¬ 
ondary”) quality or other, we end up with Indirect Realism, at best, 
across the board, in virtue of what, in Chapter 1,1 called “sense-datum 
infection.” 73 This inability of the dual component theory to sustain Di- 
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rect Realism stems ultimately from the very dualism that is its essence. 
If sensations are brought into consciousness in addition to a distinct 
cognitive act that supposedly achieves perceptual “transcendence” to 
the world, such sensations, given that Reid’s suggestion that they are 
simply overlooked is plainly false, are going to be sensory items of 
which we are aware whenever we perceive. Minor details apart, there is 
nothing in the dual component theory with which H. H. Price, C. D. 
Broad, or Bertrand Russell would disagree. This theory does not give 
us Direct Realism. 

The final, and most important criticism of the dual component the¬ 
ory, however, is that it is incoherent. This fact emerges when we en¬ 
quire more precisely into the content of the judgement that is seen as 
being at the heart of perception. According to Reid, perception in¬ 
volves a conception of an object and a “belief in its existence.” Now, 
what is the force of this “its”? If Direct Realism is to be sustained, “it” 
had better be the physical object perceived. So this is the thing that 
needs to be “conceived” when we perceive. The ultimate test for the 
dual component theory is whether it is able to make sense of this ability 
to conceive or think about individual objects in the environment. Reid 
wholly fails to see that there is even a problem here. Perhaps it is sim¬ 
ply to be accepted that when something red and round gives rise to 
characteristic visual sensations in me, I come to believe that a round, 
red object is present. What cannot be left wholly in the “dark,” how¬ 
ever, is how I am supposed to come by a conception of the particular ob¬ 
ject that is responsible for the sensations. The problem is not so much 
how “round” and “red” pop into my mind, as how I can come by a con¬ 
ception of this red and round object. 74 Sellars at least recognizes, indeed 
stresses, that perceptual judgements are thus demonstrative in character: 
the objects of perceptual “takings” are, as he puts it, this-suches. 75 Not 
only is this insistence incompatible with central elements in Sellars’ ac¬ 
count of perception, however, but doing justice to the distinctively 
demonstrative content of perceptual judgement undermines any possi¬ 
ble form of dual component theory, since it is incompatible with the 
dualism of sensation and perception that is definitive of that theory. 

In order for me to see, say, a red triangle that is before me, it is not 
necessary that I be visually caused to believe that there is a red triangle 
before me. 76 This is simply demonstrated by the possibility of illusion. 
If the red triangle looks green to me, I shall not non-inferentially be- 
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lieve that it is red, and yet I see it. Although Sellars recognizes this fact, 
he not only failed to see that I can wholly misperceive an object— 
misperceive it with respect to each of its perceptible qualities but 
made his theory incompatible with such a possibility. For he spells out 
what it is for a perceptual taking to be of a certain object in terms of 
that belief correctly representing at least certain aspects of die object. If I 
mistake the red triangle for a green one, I can still be credited with see¬ 
ing it, he suggests, if I at least take it to be a triangle; and if I am wrong 
about this, I can be credited with seeing it if I at least correctly believe 
that it is over there , in a certain direction from me." I can, however, get 
all of this, even this last positional fact, wrong, and still see that trian¬ 
gle. Visually I can misperceive not only an object’s colour, but also, and 
at the same time, its shape, size, location, and direction. Just think of 
the effects of distorting lenses. 

When Sellars characterizes such cases of misperception in terms of 
“limited referential success,” he effectively indicates that he is basing 
perceptual directedness on a semantical notion of reference derived 
from Russell’s theory of descriptions. 78 Indeed, Sellars in effect en¬ 
dorses what Gareth Evans used to call “the bad old Philosophy of 
Mind”: the view that we can be cognizant of at least any “external” ob¬ 
ject only in virtue of entertaining some description that that object 
uniquely fits, or “satisfies.” 79 In other words, we supposedly perceive 
objects in virtue of comctly representing or depicting them. So the issues 
here are closely analogous to those that have been extensively thrashed 
out in connection with the “Descriptive Theory of Names” in philo¬ 
sophical semantics over recent years 80 —though the verdict is, if any¬ 
thing, even more clear-cut against any attempt to give a descriptive 
analysis of perceptual reference: for the possibility of illusion immedi¬ 
ately invalidates any such idea. 81 Even a weakened, and somewhat more 
plausible, claim to the effect that the object of a perception is that ob¬ 
ject which, of everything in the world, most closely fits the perceptual 
“conception” is untenable. Even if we stress, and indeed place all the 
weight upon, the fact that the perceptual conceptions in question em¬ 
body a specification of an object’s spatial location in relation to the 
perceiver, as Sellars often did, we shall get the wrong answers concern¬ 
ing which object is perceived in various situations. Suppose, for exam¬ 
ple, that I see a white piece of paper that looks yellow, but that precisely 
covers an exactly congruent piece of paper that is yellow. We cannot 
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perceptually distinguish between something being, say, ten feet and be¬ 
ing ten feet and one hundredth of an inch away from us. So the oc¬ 
cluded yellow paper would win the contest for closest fit, since it is at 
least yellow. Even if we allowed perfect spatial discriminations into 
perceptual conceptions, we should still have problems. Suppose, to re- 
earse a familiar scenario, that when I take myself to see the piece of 
paper before me, there is, unknown to me, a mirror in front of me, and 
e paper that is responsible for my perception is off to one side, out of 
my direct line of vision but reflected in the mirror; let us also suppose, 
owever, that there is an exactly similar piece of paper behind the mir- 
just where I seem to see one. 82 The idea that perception is of the 
object that matches a conception inherent in the perception would 
have it that in tins situation I see the piece of paper that is located be- 
mcl the mirror. But that, of course, is false; I cannot see through mir- 
rors^Similar remarks apply to the other senses: I do not hear the quar- 
at is playing before me if my auditory experience, even if identical 
to what I should enjoy if I were really hearing that quartet, comes to 
me through earphones from a recorded source. Indeed, Sellars ’s very 
p rase imited referential success should set alarm bells ringing. For 
recall that what is supposedly explicated here is what we are aware of in 
pei ception. I do not, however, have but a limited success in being aware 
of a red triangle when it looks green to me. 

Perceptua 1 judgements are what these days is commonly termed “de 
re. Sadly, the now considerable literature on this topic is, as a whole, in 
something of a state of disarray. There is, for example, little consensus 
o\ er w lether the de i e is characteristic of certain cognitive states or 
only of attributions of such states to subjects; whether it requires iden¬ 
tifying knowledge; whether the de re can be reduced to its supposed 
complement, the de dicto; whether the distinction can be analysed in 
terms of “scope”; and how widespread the phenomenon of the de re is. 
ndeed, one leading contributor to the debate is perhaps not going too 

F h 611 ^ escr ^ es re l evan t literature as a “disgusting mess.” 83 
or e purposes of the present investigation, however, it is most help- 
^ ei stand the de 7 e negatively as that which is not descriptive , in 
Q of not securing reference to an individual object in virtue of 
correctness, or accuracy, of depiction—even when this is weakened so 
a s to be a matter of “closest fit.” This is not a matter of the ways in 
which we attribute cognitive states to perceivers, but a matter of the 
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nature of states of perception themselves. Perceptions are not of ob¬ 
jects in virtue of perceptual judgements (more or less) accurately de¬ 
picting or representing those objects. The of-relation holding between 
perceptual states and physical objects needs to be accounted for in 
some other way. Sellars, as I have said, recognized that perceptual 
judgements are indeed demonstrative in form; what he failed to realize 
is that this is incompatible with his effective adherence to the bad old 
Philosophy of Mind.” 84 Perception puts us in a de re relationship with 
an object because it embodies information about that very item. One 
form that information can take, however, is misinformation. When I 
misperceive a white object as yellow, I am misinformed about it. Cor¬ 
rectness in depiction is not a condition for the holding of such an infor¬ 
mational relationship. So neither Reid nor Sellars can be our guide 
towards a proper understanding of perceptual judgement. In fact, how¬ 
ever, this problem is not remediable within any dual component ap¬ 
proach to perception—within any theory according to which sensation 
can at most, as Sellars says, guide perceptual judgement “from with¬ 
out,” as we shall now see. 

The reason why perceptual judgements are indisputably de re , at 
least if Direct Realism is true, is that in perception we are, to use Rus¬ 
sell’s term, acquainted with a physical object. Russell himself, of course, 
held that we could be so acquainted only with sense-data. 8> What the 
Direct Realist needs to do is to respect something like Russell’s distinc¬ 
tion between acquaintance on the one hand, and cognition that is 
achieved by description on the other, while yet insisting, against Rus¬ 
sell, that we can be acquainted with normal objects in the physical 
world. As I mentioned above, there is some debate over the range of 
the circumstances in which we can have de re cognitions. There is de¬ 
bate, for example, over whether we can think de re of objects on the ba¬ 
sis of the testimony of others, or whether we must ourselves be in pos¬ 
session of some more direct cognitive access to such objects, through 
perception or memory. 86 The de re character of perceptual judgement 
is, however, beyond question precisely because it constitutes acquain¬ 
tance with objects. 

The crucial problem with the dual component analysis of perception 
can now be stated: according to this theory, a perceptual judgement 
does not occur in a context in which we are acquainted with a physical object. It 
occurs, rather, in a situation in which we are caused to have an object- 
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less sensation that by itself does not constitute acquaintance with an 
object. I can judge of a sound that it is, say, like the sound of a high- 
pitched trumpet, and that it is coming from over there, even though it 
is really neither of these, only if I am already acquainted perceptually 
with the sound, so that none of these mistaken predications counts 
against the “referential success” of my judgement. On the dual compo¬ 
nent account, however, there is no acquaintance with physical objects 
prior tb the this-thinking which goes to constitute die perception. This 
is incoherent, because it presupposes that a this-thinking has an object, 
while making the occurrence of that very thinking constitutive of the 
awareness of the object that itself alone gives cognitive access to the 
object in the kind of contexts that are in question. For a perceptual 
this-thought to succeed referentially, our senses themselves must provide 
an object. On the present analysis sense provides no objects, but merely 
objectless sensations. In short, perceptual judgement comes on the 
scene too late to be of any cognitive use. We need the senses them¬ 
selves to acquaint us with objects. The dual component theory is inca¬ 
pable of recognizing this fact. 

The problem here arises from making perceptual sensation external 
to the perceptual judgement that supposedly confers cognitive status 
on perceptual consciousness. If sensations merely “guide from with¬ 
out,” they are at best the occasions of independently specifiable judge¬ 
ments, whereas, if Direct Realism is true, the particularity of percep¬ 
tual judgement must result from the particular relation in which such 
sensations stand to particular objects. This problem surfaces clearly in 
R T. Geach’s rare foray into the Philosophy of Perception. “The con¬ 
tent of die [perceptual] judgement,” he writes, “is always intelligible 
and conceptual—acquaintance with a particular sensible thing is no 
part of the judgement itself—but an act of judgement performed in a 
particular sensory context may thereby be referred to particular sensi¬ 
ble things. It is clear, indeed, that the act of judgement must bear a 
closer relation than mere simultaneity to the context of sense-percep¬ 
tion that gives it its special reference to these particular sensible things; 
I am not prepared to characterize this special relation .” 87 What I am 
suggesting is that even supplementing mere simultaneity by causal de¬ 
pendence, as Sellars does, fails tq sustain any genuine perceptual ac¬ 
quaintance with the world. Since such causal relations are the most that 
the dual component theory can offer by way of bringing sensation and 
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judgement closer together without abandoning the radical “Kantian” 
separation of sensibility and understanding that is definitive of it, this 
theory is unacceptable. We need to deny that sensation is external to 
the cognitive achievement of perception. If Direct Realism is true, it 
can only be because it is perceptual sensation itself that guides cogni¬ 
tion to the physical world—from within. 

This final criticism of the dual component theory may, however, 
seem to be premised on a questionable assumption: that if sensation is 
but externally, causally related to a judgement that constitutes our first 
cognitive contact with the world, such a judgement must have a con¬ 
tent that is specifiable independently of such causal antecedents, and 
thus fail to be de re. Now, if Geach were correct in holding that the 
content of even perceptual judgement is wholly “intelligible and con¬ 
ceptual,” this would no doubt be the case; but this is precisely what the 
most influential recent account of the de re denies. The account in 
question derives from Tyler Burge. He specifies a de re belief as one 
where the subject stands in “an appropriate nonconceptual, contextual 
relation to objects the belief is about .” 88 This is, as far as it goes, doubt¬ 
less correct, as is his corresponding denial that a de re belief has a con¬ 
tent “all of whose semantically relevant components characterize ele¬ 
ments in the believer’s conceptual repertoire”— if] that is, this means 
that de ?‘e belief-contents do not secure reference descriptively, by ob¬ 
jects matching our representation of the world. This is not, however, 
all that Burge means, for he concludes that there is nothing in the con¬ 
tent of a de re belief functioning as subject term. What this in effect 
means, however, is that there is no such thing as acquaintance with an 
object. Attributions of de re belief, we are told, “are about predication 
broadly conceived,” dealing with “a relation between open sentences (or 
what they express) and objects.” But any such representation of a per- 
ceiver’s mental state would contain a conspicuous gap where acquain¬ 
tance with the world should be. What determines perceptual reference 
is “not part of the mental. . . repertoire of the believer .” 89 Burge holds 
that perceptual judgement about a certain object “depends not only on 
information the thinker has about it but on his nonconceptual contex¬ 
tual relations to it” because of the “incompleteness of information” we 
have about the objects we perceive. 

In a number of subsequent papers, Burge has implicitly applied this 
perspective to a number of topics in a way that has convinced many . 90 
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And perhaps such an account of de re judgement is applicable in certain 
contextSi It is, to take one of Burge’s most famous later examples, per¬ 
haps not wholly implausible to suppose that someone could be in the 
same “narrow” psychological state as I am in when I think of arthritis, 
and yet not be thinking of arthritis, but of some distinct complaint, 
simply because this other person is located in a different linguistic 
setting. Any such suggestion is, however, totally implausible when we 
are dealing with perception, precisely because perception involves an 
awareness of objects. Perceptual judgement is judgement about what we 
are sensorily aware of. Without doubt, contextual, non-conceptual re¬ 
lations are involved in the perception of any normal object, but such 
relations help put us in a situation in which we can receive information 
from the world in a way that is sufficient for acquaintance with objects 
in it. This, at least, is what the Direct Realist will insist. Burge’s posi¬ 
tion, in some ways the polar opposite of Geach’s, is, if anything, even 
more inadequate for the purposes of Direct Realism than the latter. 
When Burge tells us of the contextual relations that need to be in place 
for a de re perceptual judgement about amobject to be possible, he tells 
us that it must be the case that the subject’s “sense organs are affected 
by” the object. Perhaps this is necessary, but it is hardly sufficient, even 
when taken together with the entertaining of “open sentences.” What, 
in particular, is needed is that the subject peixeive the relevant object. 
Burge’s account of the perceptual de re cannot do justice to this obvious 
truth. At the very best, Burge’s account of de re judgement in its spe¬ 
cifically perceptual form requires a theory of perception: it cannot, by 
itself, form even part of such a theory. 

Kent Bach has seen the need to modify Burge’s approach, noting that 
“predicates or open sentences won’t do, for they do not give complete 
contents .” 91 Bach proposes to supplement the open sentence in a per¬ 
ceptual judgement with a “percept.” This is a move in the right direc¬ 
tion on two counts. First, we are not left with an incomplete mental 
content that does not even begin to answer to the requirement of per¬ 
ceptual acquaintance. And secondly, we locate the subject-constituent 
of the content in perceptual experience itself. The problem \rith Bach’s 
analysis is that his “percepts” are Sellarsian objectless sensing-events . 92 
So the content of perceptual judgement remains an open sentence, 
merely one slightly more complex than we find in Burge . 93 Although 
there is no longer, as there seemed to be in Burge, a cognitive gap in 
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perceptual belief, acquaintance has once again disappeared from per¬ 
ceptual consciousness. As Bach says quite openly, perceptual beliefs 
have contents that are “not complete representations,” they do not 
contain “any element that identifies the object being represented.” But 
perceptual consciousness, if it is to give us acquaintance with normal 
objects, as Direct Realism requires, needs to be completely “representa¬ 
tional” (if that is the right term). But if so, what functions in conscious¬ 
ness as the subject-term of such judgement? Suppose I hear a shrill 
noise. I am, according to the Direct Realist, thereby acquainted with a 
physical phenomenon, related de re to an element in the physical world. 
In the absence of any prior information, I should not have been cogni¬ 
tively so related unless my senses werednforming me of the world. Per¬ 
ception typically puts me in a position to make de re judgements that 
would otherwise be unavailable to me. 94 How is this possible? Certainly 
not, as Burge suggests, simply in virtue of my mentally entertaining the 
predicate “£ is shrill” while my eardrums are caused to vibrate. Bach at 
least sees that this phenomenological gap needs to be filled. What it is 
filled by is, of course, perceptual sensation. But we have also seen that if 
Direct Realism is not to be abandoned, t^iis sensation must itself func¬ 
tion as a de re mode of presentation of a ysical object. It is the par¬ 
ticularity of sensation that confers de re particularity on perceptual 
judgement. But this means that sensation is not , as against the dual 
component theory, external to the perceptual judgement that alone is 
supposed to be truly cognitive. 

I have suggested that I have to hear that shrill noise if I am to be in a 
position to make a de re judgement about it (given that I am not other¬ 
wise informed about it)—as if perception had to be in plac t first for a de 
re judgement to be possible. But is this really necessary? Consider, 
again, our hypothetically non-conscious insect from Chapter 1. When, 
on the basis of seeing this insect pushing along a morsel of food, we at¬ 
tribute perception to the creature, we do not attribute to it an inner 
representation the content of which is merely that some morsel of food 
or other is in the vicinity, but a representation of that morsel. It is only 
because of this that the creature can act on it. Surely there is some 
functionalist story to tell here about this insect’s causal involvement 
with that particular bit of food, one that allows us to attribute de re “at¬ 
titudes” to the insect, entirely in the absence of any sensation, or in¬ 
deed consciousness. Here, surely, we have no inclination to insist that 
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the insect must already perceive the morsel if it is to be in a position to 
be in any cognitive state that relates to it de re. So why may not some 
such story apply to us—except that, in our case, sensation occurs in the 
causal chain just before the eventual de re belief? The problem with 
such a suggestion, however, is that, since our insect is wholly insen¬ 
tient, by applying the insect story to ourselves we are suggesting that 
even typical human perception is, in itself, non-conscious. This may 
seem unfair. After all, it may be replied, the human story features a sen¬ 
sation, which is a conscious sensory state. The problem is, however, 
that this state is supposed to occur before the perception itself On such an 
account, there is really no such thing as truly perceptual consciousness. 
What we are offered, rather, is a conscious state that consists in the oc¬ 
currence of “meaningless” sensation, and which is not, therefore, of it¬ 
self perceptual, followed by the supposedly truly perceptual stage that 
is not itself conscious. The only form of consciousness that is allowed 
on such a view, therefore, is that of blind sensation that fails to be 
world-directed, and that therefore fails to embody any notion of a sen¬ 
sory awareness of a world. Hence, in so far as there is any awareness at 
all in perception, it must be awareness of sensation. 

This criticism is damning, however, only if sensation is presented by 
the dual component theorist as the only conscious episode in any per¬ 
ceptual situation. Now, although this is doubtless true of Sellars’s ver¬ 
sion of the theory (along with most other modem accounts of percep¬ 
tion that fall into this tradition), it is not true of Reid’s account. For 
when he says that we could have had all the perceptions that we do 
without any perceptual sensations, he was not picturing a situation in 
which we should have been wholly non-conscious perceivers of the 
world. Belief itself was, for him, a conscious act, for he followed Des¬ 
cartes in rejecting the Aristotelian claim that all cognition must involve 
some sensory state or other (be it only a “mental image,” rather than a 
full-blown sensation). He recognized, in other words, what we may call 
“pure thought.” The idea is that you can think of something without 
perceiving it, without remembering it by way of forming any image, 
without imagining it, without any words or other symbolic representa¬ 
tions running through your mind, and without any attendant bodily 
sensations whatever. One does not have to be a card-carrying Empiri¬ 
cist to find this idea fanciful. (Leibniz, for instance, explicitly rejected 
the possibility.) Let us not stop to criticize the idea, however, but see 
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What account of perception emerges for a dual component approach if 
it is accepted. What we find is something that is surely as disturbing as 
the earlier proposal: for perception now emerges as featuring two dis¬ 
tinct episodes of awareness. This is phenomenologically absurd. 

In my initial discussion of Reid, I interpreted him as holding the 
view that perceptual belief is occasioned by sensation. Some, however, 
have interpreted him as having moved toward the view that such belief 
is occasioned direcdy by the input of our sense-organs to the brain. 
The suggestion is that such cerebral events immediately cause both our 
perceptual beliefs and our perceptual sensations. On this view sensa¬ 
tion merely accompanies belief, and is epiphenomenal to the cognitive 
order. Whatever the merits of this as an interpretation of Reid, we need 
to consider the suggestion in its own right, not only because such an 
idea has many current followers, but also because it may seem to avoid 
preceding criticisms. 95 In fact, it fares no better than the two sugges¬ 
tions just considered. If the belief is non-conscious, it falls prey to the 
problems of the former; if it is conscious, then again we have two states 
of awareness and not one. The fact that these two states occur at the 
same time may somewhat diminish the implausibility of the suggestion, 
but such a view has the following unnerving consequence: it implies 
that if you were not now enjoying any visual sensations at all (because 
that effect of the relevant brain process was inhibited), you could still 
be perceiving this page, and consciously perceiving it, so long as the 
other, belief-inducing, effect of the brain process remained intact. 
Even if we do not simply discount the possibility of a conscious belief 
entirely lacking sensory character, introducing such a thing into the 
analysis of perceptual consciousness would wreak phenomenological 
havoc. Just try and envisage what such a belief would be like con¬ 
sciously. It would have to be some kind of blind hunch, or one of 
Dennett’s “premonitions.” When we bear in mind that the onset*of 
such a belief is, on the current proposal, quite independent of the oc¬ 
currence of sensation, we end up with a bizarre view of perceptual 
awareness as involving a blind hunch accompanied by a sensation. As 
an account of ordinary perceptual consciousness, this is barely intel¬ 
ligible. 96 

SINCE ALL of the problems with the dual component analysis of per¬ 
ception that we have just surveyed ultimately derive from the spe- 
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cifically dualistic character of the theory, from its radical separation of 
cognition from sensation, a simple, albeit fundamental, modification to 
such an account may now naturally suggest itself. For perhaps we. can 
give a more than merely ancillary role to sensation in perception by re¬ 
garding such sensation as itself constituting the world-directed judge¬ 
ment that the dual component theory sees as the distinctively cogni¬ 
tive, intentional element in perception. If perception is both sensory 
and cognitive, but if, also, a dualistic view that regards perception as a 
compound of two separate functions is unacceptable, perhaps'we 
should simply equate these sensory and cognitive aspects of perception. 
What naturally suggests itself, in short, is a monistic replacement of the 
dual component approach. Such a view would, of course, mean reject¬ 
ing Reid’s characterization of sensation as essentially lacking an object 
distinct from itself, and, in general, rejecting the traditional character¬ 
ization of mere sensation as “meaningless.” Perhaps this is true of some 
sensations—bodily sensation, for example; but perhaps it is not true of 
perceptual sensation. That, perhaps, is why such sensations are indeed 
perceptual. The idea would be that for sensation to be perceptual it 
must be intrinsically intentional, or world directed. Because of this I 
shall sometimes refer to the proposed account as “intentionalism.” The 
position in question may be seen as a non-reductive, non-eliminative 
version of accounts of perception, such as those of David Armstrong 
and Daniel Dennett, which we considered in Chapter 1. Edward Craig, 
for one, sees things in this way. “Sensory experiences actually are 
judgements about our environment,” he writes, “or, to put the point 
slightly more accurately, having a sensory experience is making a 
judgement about the environment.” He continues, however: “I do not 
thereby intend a contrast with theories which make use of the notion of 
sensory experience in their account of perception—I do not intend to 
substitute judgement for sensory experience, as some . . . seem to wish 
to do.” 97 

If it is true to say that until recently the dual component theory was 
philosophical orthodoxy, at least for Direct Realists, the identification 
of sensation and judgement appears of late to have taken over this posi¬ 
tion. And the advantages that such an account would have over a dual 
component approach are not hard to see. For one thing, the problem of 
how sensation, as a state of consciousness, can fail to be an object of 
awareness (as Direct Realism requires) receives a simple solution: since 
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sensation is now viewed as being intrinsically intentional in character, it 
poses no more of a problem on this score than does thought. For 
thoughts too, are conscious states; and yet their immediate objects 
are simply whatever we are thinking of. Again, the de re character of 
perceptual judgement, judgement that achieves particular reference 
in virtue of the occurrence of particular sensations, is naturally ac¬ 
counted for. 

These points are perhaps most clearly seen in the monistic account 
of perception by Romane Clark, who in several papers has developed 
ideas to be found in the writings of Everett Hall into what is perhaps 
the most well worked out version of such a theory. 98 Clark develops an 
analogy between perceptual experience and linguistically formulated 
judgement. We are to construe perceptual sensations as natural predi¬ 
cates: a red (or red') sensation has the cognitive force of . . is red.” 
The natural analogue of the referential component of a judgement is 
the occuiTence of the sensation itself, which constitutes indexical—more 
precisely, demonstrative—reference to the world. Hence the occur¬ 
rence of a red' sensation has the cognitive force of “This is red.” As he 
says, in conscious opposition to Sellars, “Acts of sensing are not mere 
causal concomitants of acts of perception. They are literal constituents 
of them. To perceive is sensuously to judge. It is to judge with its con¬ 
stitutive acts of sensing functioning as the vehicles of the demonstrative 
reference involved in seeing what is the case, and with the sensuous 
character of the acts functioning to provide the particular ascriptions 
made.” 99 

What are we to make of such an account? In Chapter 4 I shall argue 
that the dual component theorists were at least right about one thing: 
no type of sensation is, as such, necessarily directed to normal objects. 
So if the present proposal is, as some of its proponents seem to imply, 
that some types of sensation necessarily constitute world-directed judge¬ 
ments, it is simply false. If, however, it is allowed that, although some 
sensations constitute such judgements, some do not, we are faced with 
the task of explaining this fact. None of the proponents of the present 
proposal have attempted this task (perhaps because they do indeed mis¬ 
takenly believe that sensations are necessarily judgements). A more im¬ 
mediate, and crushing, objection, however, concerns what the present 
proposal shares with the dual component theory. For it continues to 
hold that the only way in which we can understand the world-directed- 
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ness of perceptual consciousness is by reference to the exercise of con¬ 
cepts. I believe this to be fundamentally mistaken. We need to turn our 
attention away from philosophers’ perennial concern with concepts if 
we are properly to understand the nature of perceptual consciousness. 
It is the task of Chapter 3 to explain why this is so. 



Perception and 
Conception 



WHAT ALL THE ACCOUNTS of perception discussed in the previous 
chapter have in common is an appeal to conceptualization, or thought, 
in order to explain the intentionality of perceptual consciousness. In 
this chapter, I argue that any such appeal is fundamentally misguided. 
More precisely, I shall argue that the idea that perception essentially 
involves the exercise of concepts is either entirely false, or at best un¬ 
helpful (that is, bluntly, worthless) in relation to our attempt to with¬ 
stand the Argument from Illusion. Whether the claim is false or un¬ 
helpful depends on how one is to construe what it is to be in possession 
of a concept and to exercise it. 

I shall term the target of the present chapter “conceptualism.” A nat¬ 
ural way of stating it would be as the claim that every perception, as 
such, necessarily involves the exercise of some concept, and that it is 
only in virtue of this that perception is anything more than mere sensa¬ 
tion. This may sound a strong enough claim, but in the context of our 
present enquiry conceptualism needs to be even stronger. It needs to 
claim that every sensory element in perceptual consciousness involves the 
exercise of a concept. This is true whether conceptualism is proposed 
in the context of a dual component or a monistic account of perception. 
For although the dual component theory recognizes non-conceptual, 
sensory elements in perception, in so far as these are elements in percep¬ 
tion they must give rise to a “cognitive” representation of the world. 
Every change in perceptual sensation, no matter how small, and every 
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degree of quality and intensity, must be conceptualized, for otherwise 
they would not be functioning perceptually. The point is even more 
obvious in relation to the monistic transformation of this view, since 
here all perceptual sensation is identified with a conceptual representa¬ 
tion. It will, therefore, suffice to discredit either approach to show that 
this stronger claim is false—something that a number of recent writers 
are content to do. In this chapter I shall, however, contest even the 
weaker claim. Indeed, I shall contest an even weaker one yet: that in or¬ 
der to perceive you need to possess at least one concept. Concepts are 
simply irrelevant to perception as such. 

In saying this, I in no way contest the enormously important role 
that conceptualization plays in the perceptual lives of adult human be¬ 
ings. Perception, for us, is indeed typically “suffused with concepts,” as 
it is often said. For all that is to be said in these pages, it may be that ev- 
e?y adult human perception is so suffused. Nor shall it be denied that 
possession of a concept, or of even a recognitional ability, may affect 
the way something perceptually appears to you. Claims for “familiarity 
effects” and the effects of “set” on perception have been made for a sig¬ 
nificant number of perceptual situations. 1 Although at least some of 
these are plausibly seen as involving effects on judgement, rather than 
on sensory experience itself, some are not. 2 Perhaps the clearest exam¬ 
ples concern the organization of the perceptual field. Consider, for ex¬ 
ample, the case of “hidden pictures”: drawings that only with extended 
viewing take on the appearance of depictions of familiar objects. One 
such, for example, at first appears as but a meaningless array of marks, 
but on prolonged viewing suddenly takes on the appearance of a depic¬ 
tion of a Dalmatian dog on a leaf-strewn path. It may well be that such 
re-organization is possible in this case only for subjects who are famil¬ 
iar with the sight of dogs and paths. If so, a certain kind of genuinely 
perceptual phenomenon would be concept- (or at least recognition-) 
dependent. Such genuinely perceptual, concept-driven effects are, in 
fact, somewhat limited in scope; 3 but even if they were widespread and 
dramatic, such a fact would have no bearing on the issue of conceptual¬ 
ism as it arises at this stage of our enquiry. For when I say that concepts 
are irrelevant to perception, what I mean is that they are irrelevant to 
what it is that makes any sensory state a perception at all: they are irrelevant 
to the intentionality of perception, to its basic world-directedness. 

Can one perceive, say, a typewriter, if one does not possess the con- 


96 


The Argument from Illusion 


cept of a typewriter? Especially around the middle of the last century, 
one can find many writers who were at least loath to give a simple af¬ 
firmative answer to such a question. 4 “While Tycho sees a mere pipe,” 
wrote N. R. Hanson, “Kepler will see a telescope.” 5 In certain contexts 
such an “intensional” use of perceptual verbs doubtless has a point. It 
would, however, be foolish to insist that only such usage is to be al¬ 
lowed, for that would not allow us to give expression to certain indis¬ 
putable perceptual facts. Show a typewriter to, say, a primitive tribes¬ 
man in Borneo, and of course he will be able to see (and feel) it. If he 
could not, he would not be in a position to wonder, as almost certainly 
he would, what on earth it was. Saying that he would, or at least could, 
see “it,” means that he would see the ve?y same physical object as you. No 
doubt the tribesman will not perceive the object “as” a typewriter; but 
that simply shows that you can perceive a typewriter without perceiv¬ 
ing it as a typewriter. Hanson, for one, certainly denied no such thing: 

Naturally, he says, “Tycho and Kepler see the same physical object.” 
What he does, rather, is to ask which use of perceptual verbs is the 
more illuminating,” and plumps for the intensional use. Now, I do not 
myself approve of such an intensional use of perceptual verbs in a theo¬ 
retical context such as the present one. Everything that can be said in 
this manner can be equally well expressed by saying such things as that 
Kepler saw the telescope as a telescope, or that he recognized it to be a 
telescope, whereas Tycho did not, even though he, too , saw a tele¬ 
scope, and if we condone two uses, it may be unclear in various con- 
texts what is being intended. Be this as it may, in the present context 
die extensional use of perceptual verbs is, if not the more illuminat¬ 
ing, at least the more serviceable, since what we are interested in is 
what is involved in perceiving any physical object at all. That Tycho 
and Kepler see the same physical object is a fact that would, no doubt, 
be of litde significance in many contexts. What makes possible such a 
humble fact is itself, however, a problem for us. Strict adherence to 
the intensional use of perceptual (and “comportmental”) verbs is also 
found in Heideggers writings (and, in large part because of this, in al¬ 
most all subsequent “continental philosophy”). This leads him to say of 
a case like the one involving you and the Borneo tribesman that the na¬ 
tives perception is “fundamentally different” from yours. 7 But that the 
two of you will be able to see and feel the very same physical thing 
surely constitutes a “fundamental” sameness. The differences between 
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the two of you are, of course, highly significant in relation to possible 
actions, reactions, beliefs, desires, intentions, and evaluations; but 
there is, or need be, no perceptual difference. In fact, as I have pointed 
out, the acquiring of a conceptual ability does not generally affect the 
appearance of things. But even if it did, universally, the change would 
not be one from having an array of meaningless, subjective sensations 
to perceiving an objective world. 

Although there are signs that it is waning, conceptualism is and has 
been rampant in the Philosophy of Perception. 8 We find T. H. Green 
in the last century writing, almost as an aside, and as if there could be 
no dispute on the matter, that perception is possible “only because we 
do more than feel—only because we think in feeling, and thus feel ob¬ 
jects.” 9 And closer to our own day Wilfrid Sellars could claim that “it is, 
I suppose, as non-controversial as anything philosophical can be that 
visual perception involves conceptual representations.” 10 This leads 
Sellars consistently to take propositional acts of perceptual judgement 
(“perceives that p” rather than “perceives x”) as central and paradig¬ 
matic in his account of perception, suggesting that all perceptual situa¬ 
tions are ultimately analysable into perceptual judgements. Perception 
“is not a mere matter of selecting or referring to an object. It involves 
the ‘judging’ or ‘affirming’ that the object has such and such properties 
and stands in such and such relations . . . Indeed, even the selection of 
the object presupposes the ability to classify and relate.” 11 According to 
Sellars, perception is a “classifying awareness,” and therefore involves 
the employment of a conceptual scheme. 12 I believe that all of this is 
mistaken. 

It is not, however, difficult to see certain attractions in invoking 
thought and concepts to elucidate the intentional character of percep¬ 
tion. When I think of my mother, it is far from plausible to suggest that 
I do so only as a result of inspecting some mental item that stands proxy 
for her; rather, I quite straightforwardly think of the lady herself. We 
may say that, when I think of her, I have an “idea” of her. But this idea 
or conception just is my act of thinking, or the content of such an act, 
or my capacity to have such a thought; it is not plausibly seen as the ob¬ 
ject of such a thought. Such a thought surely has only one object, and 
that object is my mother. There is nothing analogous to the Argument 
from Illusion for thought. 13 Thought appears, in short, to possess those 
very features of objectivity and transcendence that we are trying to find 
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in perception itself. Thomas Reid, for one, supported his account of 
perception by emphasizing such facts: “For whatever the object be, the 
man either thinks of it, or he does not. There is no medium between 
these. If he thinks of it, it is an immediate object of thought while he 
thinks of it. If he does not think of it, it is no object of thought at all. 
Every object of thought, therefore, is an immediate object of thought, 
and the word immediate , joined to objects of thought, seems to be a 
mere expletive.” 14 

A second source of conceptualism is the idea that all perception is 
perception of something as being thus and so. To see anything, it has to 
look a certain way to you; to hear anything, it must sound a certain way 
to you, and so on. So perception is not of objects simpliciter .; but of 
states of affairs. The representation of a fact, however, is propositional; 
and all propositions involve concepts. So nothing can appear to be F to 
you unless you possess the concept F and are exercising it in the per¬ 
ception. 15 As Wilfrid Sellars neatly puts it, “Predicates cannot be in 
sense unless judgement is there also.” 16 

A third attractive feature of conceptualism can be seen by focusing 
on the issue of identity amidst difference. At around the same time as 
Reid, Kant propounded a dual component theory of perception that 
focused on this particular fact. In the Transcendental Deduction(s), 
Kant is exercised by the unity of an “intuition” that is implied in speak- 
ing of “the object” of such a representation: “In so far as [our cogni¬ 
tions: Erkenntnisse ] are to have reference to an object, they must also 
necessarily agree amongst themselves in relation to it, i.e., they must 
have that unity which makes up the concept of an object.” 17 Kant tells 
us that the word “concept” stands for “a consciousness ... that unites in 
one representation [Voistellung\ the successively intuited and then re¬ 
produced manifold.” 18 If there is indeed unity amidst diversity in per¬ 
ception—the continuing appearance of a single object despite, indeed 
through, its manifold appearances—this can only be due, it is sug¬ 
gested, to concepts. 19 Such conceptual unification is supposed to be at 
work not just in the articulation of human knowledge, but also in sim¬ 
ple acts of perception, since it is such conceptualization alone that gives 
unity to the manifold of a “given intuition.” 20 Although there are other, 
pre-conceptual syntheses at work in perception, it is not until we have 
“recognition in the concept” that we have unity —the unity demanded 
by talk of “the” object of a perception. 21 
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A long-held related idea is that, since the senses register only a 
thing’s sensible attributes, the reference of such attributes to a sub¬ 
stance must be the work of the intellect. Sextus Empiricus, for example, 
wrote that sight “is receptive [antileptike] of figure and size and colour, 
but the substance [onkos] is neither figure nor size nor colour, but, if 
anything, is that in which these coincide [syjnbebekeii]-, and because of 
this, sight is incapable of grasping [labein] the substance.” It is, in par¬ 
ticular, the reference of several distinct qualities.to a single subject that 
is supposed to be beyond the capacity of the senses: “This putting to¬ 
gether of one thing with another, and apprehending [lambanein] a cer¬ 
tain size with a certain figure belongs to a reasoning power [logikes 
dynameos\. For sight is non-rational [qlogos].” 21 

If there are at least these three initial considerations in favour of ana¬ 
lysing perception as involving a conceptual dimension, there is also, for 
many of us, a strong initial reaction against the whole idea. The reac¬ 
tion is quite simply that construing perception as involving something 
analogous to thought over-intellectualizes what is but a function of the 
senses, a fairly basic animal endowment. For the idea would seem to 
be, to put it bluntly, that you cannot perceive unless you can think; 
but thinking and conceptualization are relatively sophisticated achieve¬ 
ments. We quite happily talk of cats and dogs as seeing and hearing 
things; we do not quite so easily attribute thoughts and concepts to 
them. Traditionally, perception was believed to be the province of the 
senses, thought that of the intellect. Was tradition really so misguided 
on this matter? I believe that it was not, and that it is a serious mistake 
to attempt to overthrow the traditional distinction between aisthesis 
and nous that is echoed in Schopenhauer’s remark that “the animal ex¬ 
periences and perceives; man, in addition, thinks .” 23 Schopenhauer goes 
on, indeed, to refer to this as “the unanimous opinion of all times and 
peoples.” Sadly, this is not true, as we shall soon see. Note that this re¬ 
sistance to conceptualism does not rest on the assumption that of all 
the creatures that inhabit the Earth, man alone possesses concepts. 
That may or may not be true.-’ 4 Given that we are concerned with an at¬ 
tempt to analyse perceptual consciousness as such, all that is required 
in order to refute conceptualism is that there possibly be one perceiving 
creature that lacks concepts. 

This intuitive objection to conceptualism will be serious to the ex¬ 
tent that it involves what we may term a “high” account of thought and 
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conceptualization. Only then will it be unacceptable to postulate their 
necessary presence in the most primitive of all cognitive capacities. 
Later we shall explore the possibilities of developing a “low” account of 
what it is to possess a concept. It is worth emphasizing, however, that 
legions of philosophers have espoused a specifically high form of con¬ 
ceptualism—and not only in the dusty annals of philosophy’s history. 
Wilfrid Sellars is one of them. This is demonstrated by, among other 
things, his “coherence theory of meaning,” according to which concep¬ 
tual schemes have a holistic character: “One can have the concept of 
green only by having a whole battery of concepts of which it is one ele¬ 
ment . . . [T]here is an important sense in which one has no concept 
pertaining to the observable properties of physical objects in Space and 
Time unless one has them all—and, indeed, as we shall see, a great deal 
more besides.” 25 Basic observational concepts presuppose a grasp of 
“general truths about material things and our perception of them.” 26 
The full extent of the necessary preconditions for conceptual activity 
emerge when we explore Sellars’s view that all thinking is a syvibolicpro¬ 
cess. He denies that “there is any awareness of logical space prior to, or 
independent of, the acquisition of a language.” Moreover, “One must, 
therefore, have the concept of oneself as an agent. . . To be a language 
user is to conceive of oneself as an agent subject to rules.” 27 Symbolic 
activity is norm-governed, and to think is to be aware of being so gov¬ 
erned: “To be a being capable of conceptual activity, is to be a being 
which acts, which recognizes norms and standards and engages in prac¬ 
tical reasoning.” 28 Now, there is perhaps not much to object to in all of 
this. Indeed, I have bothered to lay out such details of Sellars’s views on 
conceptual activity because I believe them to be far from implausible. 
What is intolerable, however, is the suggestion that conceptual activity, 
so understood, is a necessary requirement in order to perceive. “To 
characterize S’s experience as a seeing is, in a suitably broad sense . . . 
to apply the semantical concept of truth to that experience,” claims 
Sellars; 29 and it is quite clear that he takes this to imply all of the com¬ 
plex stage-setting just rehearsed. But can we really suppose that in or¬ 
der to notice a light coming on, or to feel a kick in the pants, one must 
be able to engage in all of these sophisticated self-referential and lin¬ 
guistic conceptual episodes? Moreover, such a claim would seem to 
deny awareness of the environment to all non-linguistic creatures. 

Sellars in fact expresses awareness of the intolerable position that his 
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high conceptualism seems to have got him into. “Before continuing,” 
he writes at one point, 

I must qualify the above remarks lest the animal lovers among us 
take them as libel and calumny. I count myself in their ranks and 
therefore hasten to add that of course there is a legitimate sense 
in which animals can be said to think and hence to be able ... to 
see . . . Not all “organized behavior” is built on linguistic struc¬ 
tures. The most that can be claimed is that what might be called 
“conceptual thinking” is essentially tied to language, and that, for 
obvious reasons, the central or core concept of what thinking is 
pertains to conceptual thinking. Thus, our common-sense under¬ 
standing of what sub-conceptual thinking—e.g. that of babies and 
animals—consists in, involves viewing them as engaged in “rudi¬ 
mentary” forms of conceptual thinking. We interpret their behav¬ 
iour using conceptual thinking as a model but qualify this model 
in ad hoc and unsystematic ways which really amount to the in¬ 
troduction of a new notion which is nevertheless labelled “think¬ 
ing .” 30 

In fact, it was not until his last years that Sellars explicitly turned his at¬ 
tention to what he came to call “animal representational systems .” 31 
Such systems are pre-linguistic, though not pre-symbolic. We shall 
consider this account shortly—and discover that even such a proto-lin¬ 
guistic system of representation is inessential for perception. What is 
immediately striking, however, is not only that Sellars could have spent 
the best part of his career propounding a theory of perception that, by 
his own admission, is simply not true of perception as such—a situation 
that also applies to Thomas Reid 32 —but also, and more importantly, 
that even from the perspective of his later writings, we can attribute 
perception to non-linguistic animals only in so far as we can see them 
as engaging in something analogous to linguistic activity. But is our at¬ 
tribution of perception to a baby on seeing it grasp its rattle, or to a dog 
on seeing it chase a cat, really dependent upon our viewing such crea¬ 
tures as proto-language-users? Animal perception, and bur recognition 
of it, is surely not in any sense derivative or secondary . 33 Moreover, 
bearing in mind that much of what Sellars has argued to be essential 
to our core concept of thinking—language, self-awareness, grasp of 
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norms, meta-language—seems to be entirely absent in languageless 
creatures, any such recognition by analogy would at best be shaky; 
whereas it is as clea^ as daylight that some pre- and non-linguistic ani¬ 
mals perceive their environment. This strongly suggests, at least if 
Sellars’s account of our core concept of thinking is at all on the right 
lines, that in focusing on thinking and concepts we are missing the es¬ 
sence of perception. Having to view young infants and animals as per- 
ceivers only on the strength of some analogy between their inner states 
and language use is one possible price of pairing a high account of 
conceptuality with the claim that such is essential to perception. 

There is, however, another, more heroic reaction to the apparent 
problem with conceptualism—one that is also to be found among con¬ 
temporary philosophers. John McDowell, for example, also espouses a 
“high” account of concepts. To possess a concept is not, for him (any 
more than for Sellars), merely to have a discriminatory capacity: a gen¬ 
uinely conceptual capacity must be able to be exercised in non-percep- 
tual contexts, it being “essentially something that can be exploited in 
active thinking—thinking that is open to reflection about its own ratio¬ 
nal credentials.” Indeed, concepts must “be rationally linked into a 
whole system of concepts and conceptions within which their possessor 
engages in a continuing activity of adjusting her thinking to experi¬ 
ence.’ Hence, concept possession “implies self-consciousness on the 
part of the thinking subject.” 34 He is a conceptualist in our sense since 
he, too, insists that concepts are essential for perception: “Experiences 
have their content by virtue of the fact that conceptual capacities are 
operative in them.” 35 Saddled with the same pair of theses as Sellars, 
McDowell takes the most un-Sellarsian route of refusing to credit non- 
linguistic creatures with “experience, in a strict sense.” 36 Such creatures 
do not have “outer experience” or “experience of objective reality.” He 
does, indeed, credit them with a “perceptual sensitivity to the environ¬ 
ment,” but this does “not amount to awareness of the outer world” and 
is not “world-representing.” 37 Indeed, by implication, no animal has as 
much as a “glimpse of the world.” 38 

One’s initial reaction to these apparently outrageous statements 
should certainly be tempered by noting that in such passages Mc¬ 
Dowell is echoing Gadamer’s distinction between Welt and Umwelt , 
“world” and “environment”; 39 and so it may be thought that his re¬ 
marks are not meant in the extreme way I have taken them. Perhaps all 
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that is meant is that animals have no appreciation of the kind of highly- 
structured and meaningful environment that he chooses to call spe¬ 
cifically world. In fact, however, the originally Heideggerian per¬ 
spective that lies behind Gadamer’s distinction between world and en¬ 
vironment is simply of no use in the present context. 40 Although there 
is for Heidegger, as for Gadamer, an enormous difference between us 
and mere animals, an equally fundamental distinction is that between 
those entities that merely crop up in the world, like sticks and stones, 
and those entities that are alive. In an early discussion, Heidegger 
seems, indeed, to imply that the latter is the more fundamental distinc¬ 
tion: everything that-is alive fares (befmdet sich) somehow, and such “far¬ 
ing” (or “disposition” as it is commonly translated) serves to define the 
phenomenological sense of being-in-the-world. 41 What is significant 
here for our purposes is not contradicted by Heidegger’s later and 
more extensive treatment of animal life, in which he distinguishes be¬ 
tween sticks and stones as being weltlos (worldless), animals as being 
weltarm (poor in world), and humans as being weltbildend (world-form- 
big), even though he here states that animals are separated from us by 
an “abyss,” and even questions the propriety of speaking of an animal 
Umwtlt" at all, because of its suggestion of “Welt. ” 42 For despite a pos¬ 
sible shift of emphasis, what is consistently presented by Heidegger is 
an account of a single form of distinctively animal, non-human, lived 
relatedness to an environment that is possessed by every living being , in¬ 
cluding unicellular organisms. 43 Gadamer, too, ascribes an environ¬ 
ment to “everything that is alive.” 44 In other words, the issue of con¬ 
sciousness, specifically in the form of the relation between sensation 
and perception, is not so much as broached. We do not make any prog¬ 
ress towards solving the Problem of Perception—a problem, as I em¬ 
phasized in Chapter 1, that solely concerns conscious, sensory percep¬ 
tion—by attributing an environment to an amoeba. 45 

That there is an enormous gulf separating us cognitively and existen¬ 
tially from the lower animals is not to be contested. That we share per¬ 
ception with them, and conscious perception with many of them, also 
cannot be reasonably denied, however. Heidegger does effectively deny 
it: “But at bottom the animal has no perception,” he writes. 40 Now, 
doubtless one reason for this claim is that the standard German word 
for perception is “ Wahmehmung ”—literally “taking for true”; and there 
is no truth for the animal, according to Heidegger. The fundamental 
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difficulty for his account, however—apart, that is, from his side-step¬ 
ping the issue of sensory consciousness is that Heidegger institutes 
such a radical separation between human and animal cognition that it is 
difficult to make any sense of a human being and any animal perceiv¬ 
ing the same physical object. For whereas we humans have a “comport¬ 
ment” (Verhalten) towards a “world,” animals merely exhibit “behav¬ 
iour” (Benebmen) in relation to what he eventually characterizes as an 
encircling “ring” constituted by animal drives . 47 Nothing in the world 
can be an object for any animal. Heidegger does, indeed, distinguish 
world from “nature”: although we encounter nature within the world, 
inner-worldliness does not belong to the being,- or the essence, of na¬ 
ture, but is something that devolves upon it when we encounter a world 
as having a natural stratum—when nature is revealed.™ So although not 
world, at least nature can exist whether or not Dasein —the distinctive 
sort of being that we humans possess—exists . 49 And, more generally, 
Heidegger allows an ontical independence of what is (das Seiende) from 
Dasein. For although “there is being [es gibt Sein ]” only when a world 
occurs meaningfully for Dasein , beings themselves are whether or not 
Dasein, and hence a world, exists . 50 So perhaps animals can be said to 
“perceive” the same elements of nature, or the same beings, as we can. 
Not so. Heidegger’s insistence on treating all perceptual, comport- 
mental, and behavioural contexts as intensional precludes him from al¬ 
lowing, or even being able to express, any such thing. Heidegger takes 
the primary objects of human perception, and, indeed, of all human 
comportment, to be meanings, or at least meaningful things. Heideg¬ 
ger follows Husserl in taking the world to have phenomenological pri¬ 
macy over the individual objects that may be encountered within it— 
quite righdy, in my view. In Heidegger, however, this is interpreted as 
implying that what is primary is “the meaningful” (das Bedeutsame ). 51 
All human experience, perception included, is informed by “under¬ 
standing,” in such a way that everything encountered is taken as some¬ 
thing that is (ein Seiendes). It is because of this, indeed, that “fundamen¬ 
tal ontology” takes the form of a “hermeneutic” of Dasein (something 
that is the primary emphasis in Gadamer). None of this is true of the 
a nimal , since nothing is taken as anything by them, and least of all as 
something that is . 52 Not surprisingly, Heidegger is not wholly consis¬ 
tent in his intensions! usage of perceptual verbs. He can speak of ani¬ 
mals relating to “the sun,” for example, and of something being present 
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to an animal as a mate, or prey. 53 Heidegger does not have the where¬ 
withal within his philosophical framework to make sense of such inevi¬ 
table judgements. 

Heidegger’s problems here all stem ultimately from his refusal to ac¬ 
cept that there can be any philosophically significant account of human 
perception that dips below the level at which human life is distinctively 
meaningful. “When things appear,” he writes, “we never . . . originally 
and really perceive a crowd of sensations—tones and noises, for exam¬ 
ple; rather, we hear the storm whistling in the chimney, we hear the 
three-engine aeroplane, we hear the Mercedes in its immediate con¬ 
trast with the Volkswagen. Much closer to us than any sensations are 
the things themselves. We hear the door slam in the house, and never 
hear acoustic sensations or mere sounds.” 54 Few would disagree with 
what is explicitly said here. The primary thing you will probably notice 
about, say, a hammer that you see, is, indeed, that it is a hammer — 
rather than some mere physical arrangement of matter. 55 Nevertheless, 
an important error is being implicitly made. For what is being sug¬ 
gested is that the only way in which sense-experience can be more than 
the having of sensations is if it is “suffused” with concepts. 56 Heidegger 
contrasts this natural, everyday, “proximal” mode of perception with 
what he calls a mere “perceptual cognition” (vemeh?nendes Erkennen), 
which he takes to be the traditional picture of perception, and which he 
characterizes as “ein staires Begaffen ”: a fixed staring, or gawping, at the 
world. 57 Heidegger proposes in opposition to this traditional, “theoret¬ 
ical” view of perception an account according to which perception is a 
mode of our fundamental concern with the world. The objects of such 
concern are, however, defined as “gear” (Zeug), which makes sense only 
in relation to activities such as manipulation, production, and arrange¬ 
ment that embody references beyond themselves in the form of the “in 
order to ...” In short, our primary relation to the world is seen in terms 
of instrumentality , 58 Heidegger allows us to say nothing about percep¬ 
tion that would prescind from such a “circumspect,” means-end assess¬ 
ment of situations. There seems to be no medium, for Heidegger, be¬ 
tween treating things as “gear” and gawping at them in a wholly passive 
manner. Moreover, the latter “perceptual cognition” is seen by him as a 
non-original modification of an instrumental involvement with gear. 
But must we not already perceive things in order to wonder what use to 
put them to? Heidegger poses himself this very question, and retorts 
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that we must at the very least take things as gear to which we have yet 
to devise a use 59 —though how we are supposed to try and think of a use 
for a bird flying through the air, or a star in the sky, is less than evi¬ 
dent. 60 I shall not, however, dilate upon the absurdity of all this, but 
make just two comments. First, there is no reason to deny that tradi¬ 
tional accounts of perception have indeed tended to adopt a view of 
perception as a mere registering of the passing show, nor that such a 
view is inadequate to the facts. Perhaps, as Heidegger insists, every per¬ 
ceived object is perceived as having some significance or value in rela¬ 
tion to the perceiver’s life, even if it is only as being irrelevant to a crea¬ 
ture’s vital concerns. There is certainly no reason to deny that we come 
into the world innately disposed. Perhaps it is even true, as Heidegger 
also suggests, that no perception is possible in the absence of some “af¬ 
fect” relating to the object, even if that affect is only a sense of things 
being unremarkably as they should. The point is that it is not because of 
this that perceptions are perceptual at all. Even if all perception is es¬ 
sentially “engaged,” this affords no illumination on how it is that expe¬ 
rience can present us with a world with which we are engaged. No such 
Heideggerian observations achieve, as Heidegger himself believed, the 
displacement of perception from its fundamental role in cognition or 
“comportment” with respect to an objective domain. To the extent that 
they are correct, they indicate how perception itself is properly to be 
understood. Secondly, the “hermeneutic” approach to perception not 
only abolishes the possibility of making any sense of how an animal and 
I may perceive the same physical object, but also leaves entirely obscure 
ho.w our supposedly originally all-consuming instrumental interest in 
things is directly about real physical things at all. We are not primarily 
aware of auditory sensations when we hear things, I earlier quoted 
Heidegger as saying. No doubt this is true, if Direct Realism is true; 
but we shall find no illumination in Heidegger as to how it can possibly 
be true. 

McDowell is in the same predicament. For although he may appear 
to be less extreme than Heidegger when he writes that “if we share per¬ 
ception with mere animals, then of course we have something in com¬ 
mon with them,” the common element emerges, on closer inspection, 
to be nugatory. 61 For he characterizes as a “temptation” the thought 
that “it must be possible to isolate what we have in common with [ani¬ 
mals] by stripping off what is special about us, so as to arrive at a resi- 
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due that we can recognize as what figures in the perceptual lives of 
mere animals.” 62 Now, one may well have reservations about such an 
operation of “stripping”; but that there is a common core to human 
and animal perception must be recognized. If any mere animal is ever a 
sensing perceiver of the same physical object that we perceive, the 
intentionality of their perceptual experience cannot be dependent upon 
the exercise of concepts, since, according to McDowell, they lack them. 
So concepts are not required for the intentionality 7 of conscious percep¬ 
tion as such. Now, can it seriously be supposed that the intentionality, 
the mere world-directedness, of perception in us higher animals has a 
wholly different basis? That in our case alone it is concepts that ground 
and explain our ability to hear and see things in the world? Even if ev¬ 
ery human perception were shot through with concepts, so that any 
“stripping” would falsify the phenomenology, it still wouldn’t be this 
conceptual dimension that explains how we are able to perceive physi¬ 
cal objects at all . But that is what needs explaining in the context of our 
present enquiry. Doubtless my experience of seeing a cat is different 
from a dog’s experience of seeing the same cat; but what makes them 
both conscious visual perceptions of an entity in the physical world is 
the same. It is not in virtue of what distinguishes us from mere animals 
that we are able to perceive normal physical objects at all. It is not be¬ 
cause we are spiritual beings that we can perceive, but because we are 
sentient. 

In fact, it is far from clear that McDowell accepts that there is such a 
thing as true animal sentience at all—any genuine awareness of even an 
“environment.” The only notion of “what it is like” to be such an ani¬ 
mal that McDowell allows is one that is exhausted by a merely func¬ 
tional account of an animal’s life in terms of biological imperatives and 
behavioural responses to the environment: “These accounts capture 
the character of the proto-subjectivity of the creatures in question.” 63 
From the fact that “we are familiar ‘from within’ with what it is like to 
see colours,” it is tempting, says McDowell, “to think that this equips 
us to comprehend a fully subjective fact about what the colour vision of 
cats is like.” This, however, is “just another form of the Myth of the 
Given,” he claims. 64 But it is not. It is just Realism, a rejection of 
reductive behaviourism, with respect to animal sensory experience. 65 

It is, in fact, astonishing how widespread the at least implicit denial 
of merely animal consciousness is in current philosophy. It can even 
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be found among philosophers who recognize the non-conceptual na¬ 
ture of perceptual content. For certain philosophers find it impossible 
wholly to divorce such non-conceptual content from conceptual abili 
ties. Much of the discussion of u non-conceptual content that has re¬ 
cently taken place in Britain stems from the work of Gareth Evans; and 
yet he claimed that “our intuitive concept [of conscious experience] re¬ 
quires a subject of experience to have thoughts . . • [W]e arrive at con¬ 
scious perceptual experience when sensory input. . . serves as the input 
to a thinking , concept-applying , and representing system. 66 Once again 
it would seem to follow that we cannot attribute conscious states to 
“brutes” (as non-linguistic animals are often termed by philosophers), 
since few of us are willing to attribute to them concept application and 
thought. That is what makes them “brutes.” Our common conception, 
as expressed by Schopenhauer, is, by contrast, that such creatures are 
sentient, and yet pre-conceptual; they are possessed of aisthesis, yet lack 
nous and dianoia. Most of us believe that brutes perceive and feel, with¬ 
out them needing more highfalutin mental machinery waiting to be 
caused to operate. Contrary to Evans, it most definitely is not an “intu¬ 
itive concept of conscious experience” that “requires a subject of expe¬ 
rience to have thoughts.” 

There is one concept in particular that a great many philosophers 
find it impossible to dissociate from perceptual consciousness and, 
sometimes, sentience. This is the concept oiself. The fundamental idea 
here derives ultimately from Kant. As was mentioned in the initial sur¬ 
vey of reasons why one might embrace conceptualism, Kant’s principal 
interest in this area was in the synthetic unity of perceptual conscious¬ 
ness. Without the unifying force of concepts exercised in judgement, 
perceptions “would be . . . without an object, and nothing but a blind 
play of representations—that is, less than a dream.” 67 On closer inspec¬ 
tion it turns out that the unifying effect of conceptualization derives 
from the unity of self-consciousness: “For this unity of consciousness 
would be impossible if the mind, in cognition of the manifold, could 
not itself become conscious of the identity of the function through 
which it synthetically connects it [namely, the manifold] in one cogni¬ 
tion.” 68 Such synthetic activity, in order to confer unity, must “have be¬ 
fore its eyes the identity of its operation.” 69 In other words, there can 
be no perception without self-consciousness. 70 Immediately after Kant 
this idea was taken up and emphasized even more by Fichte, and it 
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can be seen to run throughout German Idealism and the various later 
schools of neo-Kantianism and neo-Hegelianism - 71 Here, for example, 
is T. H. Green again: “Primitive experience . . . involve[s] conscious¬ 
ness of a self on the one hand and of a thing on the other, as well as a re¬ 
lation between the two... The idea is a perception, or consciousness of 
a thing, as opposed to a sensation proper or affection of the bodily or¬ 
gans. Of the perception, again, there is an idea, i.e. a consciousness by 
the man, in the perception, of himself in negative relation to the thing 
that is his object, and this consciousness ... must be taken to go along 
with the perceptive act itself. No less than this indeed can be involved 
in any act that is to be the beginning of knowledge at all. It is the mini¬ 
mum of possible thought or intelligence, and the thinking man, look¬ 
ing for this beginning in the earliest experience of the individual hu¬ 
man animal, must needs find it there .” 72 Well, if this is what thinking 
and judging involves, we can dismiss the suggestion that they are essen¬ 
tially involved in perception. The idea that mere perception presup¬ 
poses a capacity for such sophisticated conceptual activity, that self-con¬ 
sciousness is required for it, is just too paradoxical to be worth exploring. 

It is, as Williams James says, “a perfectly wanton assumption, and not 
the faintest shadow of reason exists for supposing it true .” 73 Mere ani¬ 
mals, or some of them, are conscious, but not self-conscious. At the 
very least it is a metaphysical possibility that this should be so . 74 

THE PRECEDING line of argument against conceptualism will perhaps 
be criticized in two contrary ways. The first is that considerable weight 
has so far been placed on the supposed fact of animal consciousness. 
But is this really a sufficiently hard datum on which to base the entire 
case against conceptualism? There certainly are not wanting numerous 
philosophers who more or less explicitly contest it. Now, although I do 
feel that the denial of conscious perception to a creature such as a dog 
is sufficiently preposterous to be of dialectical-weight, I do not wish to 
base the entire case against conceptualism on this point. For reflection 
shows that perception is more primordial than conceptualization even 
for normal, adult human beings. The world is already there for us per¬ 
ceptually before we engage in anything that might reasonably be called 
conceptualization. So I shall argue. 

The other objection is that the resistance to conceptualism that has 
been expressed so far has been focusing on excessively exalted accounts 
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of conceptualization. Perhaps we can agree on a sufficiently “low” ac¬ 
count of concept-possession, so that it would be far from implausible to 
suggest that even perceptual experience, in all its forms, essentially in¬ 
volves the exercise of concepts. For do not animal psychologists com¬ 
monly attribute certain concepts and powers of “abstraction” to various 
species of animal? If there is anything to such research, surely there is a 
“lower” account of conceptualization in the offing that can be appealed 
to at this point. I shall argue that “low” versions of conceptualism are, 
depending on what precise form they take, either incoherent, or empty 
and unilluminating. In either case, they cannot serve to buttress Di¬ 
rect Realism. Since any such “lower” account, being weaker than any 
“high” theory of conceptualization, is entailed by the latter, this nega¬ 
tive judgement rebounds back on to any such “high” theory even when 
restricted to mature human beings. In short, conceptualism in any form is 
either false or worthless. 

The only “low” account of what it is to possess a concept that I think 
it worth discussing is one that views it as simply a matter of possessing a 
recognitional capacity . 75 Brian Loar has recently put the matter as fol¬ 
lows: “Given a normal background of cognitive capacities, certain re¬ 
cognitional or discriminative dispositions suffice for having specific 
recognitional concepts, which is just to say, suffice for the capacity to 
make judgements that depend specifically on those recognitional dis¬ 
positions. Simple such judgements have the form: the object (event, sit¬ 
uation) a is one of that kind , where the cognitive backing for the pre¬ 
dicate is just a recognitional disposition, i.e. a disposition to classify 
objects (events, situations) together .” 76 In this passage the terms “dis¬ 
criminatory capacity” and “recognitional capacity” are treated as equiv¬ 
alent. It is, however, useful to distinguish between the two. For percep¬ 
tion affords us extraordinarily acute powers of discrimination. There 
are, for example, hundreds of thousands of different colours that aver¬ 
age human beings can differentiate (where a difference in “colour” is 
taken to be any difference in hue, saturation, or brightness). Such pow¬ 
ers of discrimination far surpass powers of recognition. I can, for exam¬ 
ple, distinguish two shades of red on a certain occasion, and yet be 
wholly unsure, when shown one of them again very shortly afterwards, 
which of the two shades I am again perceiving . 77 I have claimed that 
conceptualism is either false or empty. The suggestion that conceptual¬ 
ization is no more than a discriminatory capacity constitutes an empty 
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trivialization of the notion of a concept. If this were all that is meant by 
saying that perception involves concepts, no one would ever have con¬ 
tested the view—since, obviously, you have to be able to discriminate 
some things if you are to perceive at all. Moreover, this meagre claim 
will not help us to sustain Direct Realism. If the conceptualist approach 
to perception is to be sufficiently interesting to warrant our attention, 
it must hold that the exercise of a concept is at least the exercise of a 
recognitional capacity—that to possess a concept is to be in a position to 
classify objects. Concepts relate to kinds, and to possess them we need a 
distinctive sensitivity to the fact that a thing falls within that kind. So, 
from now on, we are to understand conceptualism as appealing to 
recognitional capacities. 

Although at the beginning of this chapter I said that I would be at¬ 
tacking conceptualism even in its weakest form, it is worth noting that 
the present suggestion fails to embody the strong form of conceptual¬ 
ism that is actually required at this stage of our enquiry: namely, that 
every element in perceptual awareness involves conceptualization. For 
the distinction between discrimination and recognition shows that 
there are determinate aspects to perception that escape the conceptual 
(or recognitional) net. The “just noticeable difference,” as psycholo¬ 
gists call it, between two adjacent shades of colour so escapes, for ex¬ 
ample. John McDowell has contested this, by claiming that we always 
have at our disposal concepts of wholly determinate shades of colour . 78 
McDowell thinks that although our grasp of such concepts is very short 
lived, they enable one “to embrace shades of colour within one’s con¬ 
ceptual thinking with the very same determinateness with which they 
are presented in one ? s visual experience.” Now, although we do indeed 
possess concepts of absolutely determinate shades of colour, these are 
not recognitional capacities, for every one of them requires, for its ex¬ 
ercise, that it be “anchored” by the presentation of a determinate shade 
of colour in one’s current experience. Such anchoring is lost with the 
loss of the presentation, because recognitional capacities are less fine¬ 
grained than discriminatory ones. So grasp of the absolutely determi¬ 
nate content afforded by the former is not even “short lived,” if this 
means, as it must, having a short life beyond actual perception of the 
anchoring shade. Staring at a ripe tomato, I can, no doubt, exercise the 
concept of this very shade of red. Such a concept is, however, qua con¬ 
cept, useless. 'lake away the tomato, and I cannot exercise it, since I 
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shall have lost the absolutely determinate grip on the shade in question. 
It is also the case, of course, that not every perceiver, indeed not every 
normal adult human perceiver, necessarily possesses the concept of a 
shade of colour. 

Returning to our weaker target, an immediate problem with the sug¬ 
gestion that perception essentially involves the exercise of recogni- 
tional capacities is that, taken at face value, it is simply false. We can 
perceive something and wholly fail to classify it, fail to perceive that 
it is any particular kind of thing at all. Striking instances of this are 
provided by patients suffering from certain forms of agnosia . 79 When 
shown everyday objects and asked to identify them, such patients com¬ 
monly express ignorance. One patient, for example, replied either 
“Not sure” or “I don’t know” when shown a cigarette lighter, a tooth¬ 
brush, a comb, and a key . 80 Another patient, when shown a picture of a 
carrot, replied, “I have not even the glimmerings of an idea. The bot¬ 
tom point seems solid and the other bits are feathery. It does not seem 
to be logical unless it is some sort of a brush .” 81 These patients could 
certainly see the objects in question; for one thing, they could produce 
fairly accurate drawings of them. Moreover, the disabilities of such sub¬ 
jects are not merely verbal, since unlike aphasics they are unable to give 
any non-verbal, gestural indication of the kind of object perceived. 
These people simply do not recognize the objects they see. As H.-L. 
Teuber has put it, they have “a normal percept that has somehow been 
stripped of its meaning .” 82 Hermann Munk, one of the early investiga¬ 
tors of the phenomenon, termed it “Seelenblindheit”: mind-blindness. 
We do not, however, need to turn to such unusual cases in order to 
make the point. For to deny that we can perceive something without 
classifying it is to deny that a question such as “What is that?”, uttered 
in a perceptual context, can ultimately have any meaning. Such concep¬ 
tual ignorance can, for any of us, concern even the perceived object’s 
most fundamental nature. I can see something and be wholly unsure 
whether it is even animate or inanimate. When you think about it, the 
suggestion that you have to recognize (or seem to recognize) every- 
thing you perceive is absurd. Indeed, it is incoherent: what about the 
first time you perceived a certain sort of thing? 

Perhaps, however, it will be suggested that we are looking towards 
the wrong kind of concepts here. The foregoing criticism, it may be 
said, does little more than repeat the point made at the beginning of 
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this chapter, that someone can see a typewriter without possessing the 
concept of one. Conceptualism does not need to credit a perceiver with 
conceptual appreciation of the essential kind to which an object be¬ 
longs. A much more plausible claim is that a perceiver needs only to 
conceptually represent the perceptible features of any object that is per¬ 
ceived. Such a suggestion fares little better, however. For classifying as 
such presupposes not only that there are things to classify, but also that 
such tilings are already cognitively available to us. Conceptualization is 
not required for perception since it is perception that vouchsafes to us the 
original cognitive access to the entities in the world on which we can exercise 
such classificatory abilities. I do not possess (or fully possess) the concept 
vermilion , for I do not possess the ability to distinguish vermilion from 
non-vermilion things . 83 All this word means to me is some shade of red, 
and if I were to attempt to identify vermilion-coloured things, doubt¬ 
less I should include a number of scarlet items. The best I can do, in¬ 
deed, is exclude things that are riot red. It is not just that I am not a 
master of the word “vermilioh.” I am, rather, simply not attuned to that 
particular shade of red. No doubt I could come to acquire this concept. 
But if so, it is only because I can now already see vermilion things and 
because vermilion things already now look diffei'ent to me from things, 
even red things, that are not vermilion. Perhaps, at the moment, I do 
not see vermilion things as vermilion; but if so, I can see vermilion 
things that look vermilion to me without seeing them “as” vermilion. 
Possessing a concept is a matter of being attuned to relevant same¬ 
nesses and differences, but lacking such attunement in no way means 
that such differing features are not perceptually registered. Indeed, 
they must be so registered if we are to be in a position to classify any¬ 
thing. 

It is, to be sure, possible to train subjects to classify types of object 
even when the basis of classification is unknown to the subjects them¬ 
selves. Chicken-sexers are a famous example of this—though an ex¬ 
treme and unusual one, since here it seems that it is impossible percep¬ 
tually to isolate and recognize the features of chicks that are the basis of 
the discrimination. (No doubt this is why the chicken-sexer’s ability is 
far from accurate.) In more typical cases, those features, the presence 
and absence of which determine the classification, are apparent and 
could in principle be attended to. It is just that they are non-obvious, 
and so are not in practice used consciously as classificatory indices. 
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What such cases indicate is that it would be too strong to claim that, 
universally, if a perceptually based recognitional or classificatory capac¬ 
ity can be acquired, items in the relevant class must already appear dif¬ 
ferent to the subjects from items that fall outside the class. Such a con¬ 
cession does not, however, undermine the point that is here at issue, 
which is not that any perceptually based classificatory capacity must re¬ 
late to features that are anyway perceptually evident to the subject, but 
that a classificatory capacity is brought to bear on objects that them¬ 
selves are already perceptually available . 84 You need already to be able 
to perceive things in relation to which you are going to develop a per¬ 
ceptually based classificatory, or even recognitional, capacity. Did you 
recognize and classify the first sound, or colour, or smell you ever per¬ 
ceived? And in virtue of what? Some kind of anamnesis? 

This fact undermines Wilfrid Sellars’s eventual attempt, alluded to 
above, to de-sophisticate his account of perception by focusing on the 
notion of an animal “representational system.” Sellars quite rightly sees 
that if an animal is to be credited with even an analogue of a concept, it 
must be on the basis of more than mere discriminatory behaviour—for 
otherwise the essential classificatory aspect of conceptualization would 
be wholly lost. So, for one thing, a representational system is a system of 
representation. This leads Sellars to say of a rat that has been trained to 
jump at panels with varieties of triangles painted on them—the sort of 
experiment that psychologists discuss in terms of “abstraction”—that 
we should be careful about concluding that simply by virtue of its 
training the rat has acquired an ur-concept of a triangle ... [A] much 
greater degree of integration of responses to triangles as triangles into 
the rats [representational system] is required before we can appropri¬ 
ately say that the rat has even the most primitive concept of a triangle. 
Primitive inference would also be involved .” 85 Doubtless this is true; 
but the problem is that even if the rat has only reached the stage of 
jumping at panels exhibiting triangles, it must be able to see the panels 
and the triangles. Indeed, it must have been able to see them before 
even that training. Such training hardly improves a rat’s vision! 

Am I then suggesting that a subject can perceive something and yet 
not perceive it as anything? In fact, although the “perceiving-as” locu¬ 
tion has, at least since an influential paper by Godfrey Vesey, become 
something of a term of art among philosophers, its precise meaning is 
far from settled. If all that is meant by the slogan “all seeing is seeing 




Perception and Conception 


115 


as” is that in order to see something it must look a certain way to the 
subject, the proposition is indeed easily accepted. More, however, is of¬ 
ten packed into the notion—specifically the idea that “seeing as” in¬ 
volves “recognizing as,” “classifying as,” “conceptualizing as.” We have 
ourselves already seen the slide in Sellars from perceiving, to perceiv¬ 
ing as, to perceptual taking, to perceiving-that and conceptualization 
(or, at least, ur-conceptualization). But this is a mistake, as Sellars’s rat 
shows. Fred Dretske, who has done as much any anyone to combat 
conceptualism over recent years, also points out that many species of 
animal that can be led to “abstract” the larger than relation holding be¬ 
tween two objects find it impossible to abstract the interviediate size re¬ 
lation between three objects. But this can hardly mean that such an ani¬ 
mal cannot see three differently sized objects in such a way that they 
look differently sized to it . 86 If all that is meant by saying that a subject 
sees a certain rectangle as intermediate in size is that it looks smaller 
than one and larger than another rectangle, then the rectangle is in¬ 
deed seen “as” intermediate; but for this no concept is required—not 
even the concepts larger and smaller, since such objects must first look 
differently sized if any classificatory ability is to have a chance of being 
developed. The notions of perceiving, and of tilings appearing in de¬ 
terminate ways, have work to do at this pre-conceptual level. This is 
brought out nicely by an example of Michael Ayers. If we consider two 
subjects looking at a trapezium, one of whom does not possess the con¬ 
cept of a trapezium, we need to be able to express the fact that the tra¬ 
pezium may look exactly the same to the two of them, that it may, in¬ 
deed, look trapezoid to both of them . 87 We need to be able to doqustice 
to this fact because we need to be able to distinguish both of these .ob¬ 
servers from a third who misperceives the same object so that it does not 
even appear trapezoid to him. As Ayers says, such cases “very well illus¬ 
trate the worthlessness of the notion of‘concepts’ to a philosophical ac¬ 
count of what perception is .” 88 

At this point it may be objected that the claim that perception essen¬ 
tially involves a recognitional capacity does not necessarily mean that I 
recognize everything I perceive. A more plausible claim is that every 
perception at least gives me such a capacity if I do not already possess it. 
Although I did not recognize the first colour I saw, in seeing it I ac¬ 
quired the ability to recognize it again. Now, the idea cannot be that I 
acquired the capacity as a result of perceiving—for that would leave the 
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initial ability to perceive as obscure as it ever was. The idea must be, 
rather, that perception itself constitutes your acquisition of the capacity, 
if you did not possess it before. Although I may see something vermil¬ 
ion and not acquire a recognitional capacity specifically with respect to 
that shade of colour, surely there must be so?nething in what I perceive 
of the object that I can recognize on some future occasion. Moreover, 
the claim would go, my acquiring such a ability was partly constitutive 
of the experience being perceptual. In order not to rule out unusual but 
presumably possible cases of perceivers with extremely bad memories, 
such recognitional capacities had better be possibly very short-lived— 
and, because of the “drift” involved in recognition, as opposed to dis¬ 
crimination, somewhat course-grained. But that said, the idea is not 
that implausible. This suggestion in effect brings us back to the third, 
Kantian reason in favour of conceptualism that was mentioned at the 
beginning of this chapter, and it deserves serious consideration. 

One of Kant’s signal achievements was to point out something that 
in retrospect cannot but seem a glaring omission in earlier, and espe¬ 
cially empiricist, accounts of experience—an omission that is equally 
glaring in certain more recent accounts that, like the sense-datum the¬ 
ory, are effectively uninfluenced by Kant. The omission consists in fail¬ 
ing to address the question of what is involved in being aware of some¬ 
thing through time. Although Locke raised questions about the nature 
of the personal identity that relates us to our more or less distant expe¬ 
riential past, and although Hume worried over the nature of the bond 
that bundles impressions and ideas together to form a self, each took 
the notion of “perceiving” an idea or impression as being simple and 
unproblematic—as simple, indeed, as the ideas and impressions them¬ 
selves. The problem of the temporality of experience as such simply did 
not surface for them. For experience is temporal in a way that goes be¬ 
yond the way in which something like a stone may be said to be tempo¬ 
ral that is to say, merely existing in time and persisting, albeit perhaps 
only briefly, through time. With experience we need to recognize the 
wholly distinct fact of lived or phenomenological time. Kant put his finger 
on this vital issue in the following well-known passage: 

Now it is clear that when I draw a line in thought, or think of the 
time from one morning to the next, or even if I only represent a 
certain number to myself, necessarily I must first grasp one of 







Perception and Conception 


117 


these manifold representations in thought after the other. If, how¬ 
ever, I always let the preceding one (die first part of the line, the 
preceding part of.the time, or die unifies represented one after an¬ 
other) drop out of the thoughts by forgetting them, and never re¬ 
produced them while proceeding to the following ones, no whole 
representation, and none of the aforementioned thoughts, indeed 
not even die purest and primary fundamental representations of 
space and time, could ever arise . 89 

He goes on to claim that even this is not enough for the unity and co¬ 
herence implied in awareness of an object: “Without consciousness 
that what we are thinking is the very same as what we were thinking a 
moment before, all reproduction in the series of representations would 
be futile ... If, in counting, I were to forget that the unities that now 
hover before my senses have been added together by me one after an¬ 
other, I should not recognize the production of the quantity through 
this successive addition of one to one, and nor, therefore, the number; 
for this concept consists simply in the consciousness of this unity of the 
syndiesis . . . For it is this consciousness that unifies the manifold that 
has been successively united and then reproduced.” Even though Kant 
is here arguing for conceptualism, and is primarily interested in theo¬ 
retical thought rather than simple perception, and despite the fact that 
the details of the story are doubtless unacceptable, Kant here shows up 
the naivete of most empiricist accounts of experience . 90 The philoso¬ 
pher who above all has taken this Kantian point seriously, while yet 
avoiding conceptualism and intellectualism, is Edmund Husserl. For 
although early in his career Husserl could fall into treating the syn¬ 
thetic achievements involved in experience in a “Kantian, intellec- 
tualist way, patterning his theory on his own account of linguistic 
comprehension, he increasingly came to see die need to distinguish 
what he calls “active synthesis”—that which is indeed an expression of 
the “spontaneity” of conceptual understanding, and which alone Kant 
recognized—from passive synthesis . 9I It is the latter we need to under¬ 
stand if we are to give the distinctive intentionality of perception its 
proper due . 92 Husserl speaks of the experienced present moment as be¬ 
ing constituted in part by “retention” and “protention .” 93 Retention is 
not recollection—the recuperation of a past that has slipped from our 
grasp—nor is it strictly perception. It is, rather, a quasi-perceptual 
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awareness of the immediate past as slipping away behind us—a slippage 
that is correlative to the lived present pushing forwards into the future. 
Such a future is opened up phenomenologically by protention, which 
stands to anticipation as retention stands to recollection, and is a sheer 
openness to the new. Such retentions and protentions are not mere ad¬ 
juncts to an otherwise integrally constituted present; for such a present, 
as a lived present, is possible only in virtue of such retentions and 
protentions, because of the necessity that any experience have temporal 
breadth. Indeed, it is because of this fact that one may have reservations 
about the appropriateness of the term “synthesis” in this connection. 
For a synthesis is usually thought of as a bringing together of things 
that may otherwise exist apart. This is precisely what is not true here. 
We are not dealing here with mere association as we find it, for exam¬ 
ple, in Hume. Rather, the whole approach embodies the recognition 
that a Humean “impression,” construed as both wholly self-subsistent, 
atomic, and yet given to consciousness, is a nonsensical notion. 

The crucial point to recognize in all this is that a succession of appear¬ 
ances does not of itself amount to the appearance of succession —for any point 
in the latter presupposes that we in some sense retain a grasp of what 
has just occurred in the unfolding succession. If such a grasp is lost, 
there would be no experience of a succession as such. Even when we 
consider not a succession of objects, but the continuous perception of a 
single unchanging one, the same point holds. For just as a changing ap¬ 
pearance does not entail an appearance of change, a persisting appear¬ 
ance does not entail an appearance of persistence—for once again the 
experience of the elapsing of time has been entirely omitted from die 


account. We need to do justice to these facts. Moreover, it seems that 
this cannot be done without crediting the subject of experiences with at 
least a minimal grasp of samenesses and differences in sensory fields 
through time: in other words, with recognitional capacities. 

I do not believe that this claim can be gainsaid. One may well have 
reservations about the appropriateness of regarding the minimal cogni¬ 
tive achievements that are here in question as exercises of concepts; but 
that is perhaps a matter of no great moment. Of much greater sig¬ 
nificance is the fact that, even if all the earlier claims are accepted, it 
sheds no light at all on the intentionality of perception. This is because 
the kind of passive synthesis in question here is necessary/or any experi¬ 
ence as such , whether it takes the form of perceptual consciousness or 




Perception and Conception 


119 


tire mere having of sensations. A literally punctual experience is incon¬ 
ceivable. Any experience, however brief, must occupy some span of 
time—indeed of lived time. It is not that we need a present retention of 
the immediate past only for such relatively sophisticated operations as 
addition; we need it for die very possibility of any experience, however 
rudimentary. Even the most obscure feeling, even the least “objecti¬ 
fied” sensation, in so far as it possesses experienced duration, requires a 
synthetic grasp of the flowing away of the immediate past of experi¬ 
ence. So the trouble with our latest version of conceptualism, con¬ 
strued as appealing to recognitional abilities, possibly acquired through 
sense-experience itself, is not so much that it is false, as that, if it is true, 
it will apply to the mere having of sensations. The sort of passive syn¬ 
thesis that is required for the lived temporality of experience does not 
suffice for that experience to be as of an objective realm. Perhaps my 
first experience of pins and needles put me in a position to recognize 
that type of sensation again; but that does not render the experience 
perceptual, whereas we have turned to conceptualism to elucidate the 
intentionality of perceptual experience. 

There is, however, one final form that conceptualism can take—one 
that is also essentially Kantian in inspiration. For all the concepts that 
we have considered so far have been empirical concepts. Perhaps what 
we need to recognize is the operation in perception of categorial con¬ 
cepts: those definitive of objectivity. Wilfrid Sellars, for one, finally en¬ 
dorses this view. “In a limiting case,” he writes, “the sortal is simply 
physical object .” He continues: 

To eliminate specific implications concerning what is not perceived 
of an object need not (and, indeed, cannot) be to eliminate generic 
or categorial implications. This, of course, was Kant’s brilliant in¬ 
sight. Thus, the perceptual taking This now occurring yellow flash 
over there where “flash” does not carry with it the specific sortal “of 
lightening”, has no specific implications concerning future develop¬ 
ments . . . Even so, it implies that something has happened before 
now and that soitiething will happen after now , in places other than 
there. Indeed, if Kant is right, it implies that the flash belongs to a 
world of changing and interacting things, a spatio-temporal- 
causal system. In the absence of Kant’s insight, the categorial 
sortal (physical) object (or event), which remains after all the 


120 


The Argument from Illusion 


above pruning, is treated as though it were the mere notion of a 
something (I know not what?), or, as I shall put it, an item , that has 
sensible “qualities”. Thus the idea that perceptual takings can be 
appropriately minimal and yet carry rich categorial commitments 
was lost to the empiricist tradition . 94 

Even agnosics and neonates will, therefore, conceptualize their envi¬ 
ronment in terms of objectively existing entities; and since such 
categorial concepts will presumably be deemed innate, no incoherence 
is involved in the suggestion that they are omnipresent in perception. 
All problems for conceptualism seem to have been solved. 

I said at the beginning of this discussion that the idea that percep¬ 
tion essentially involves concepts would be found to be either false or 
empty. This Kantian suggestion is empty. For all it does is assert that 
perception, unlike mere sensation, is objective. We have as yet been 
given no understanding of how this can be so. We want to know what it 
is about perceptual experience that allows spatio-temporal physical ob¬ 
jects to appear to us. For Kant himself, this was a function of under¬ 
standing, a faculty that animals lack. And the argument for the neces¬ 
sary applicability of categories of understanding rests crucially on our 
ability to think of ourselves as subjects, again something riot true of an¬ 
imals. This at least is a positive account, though false. In the absence of 
some such account, the suggestion is wholly empty. We have, in effect, 
returned to Reid’s natural magic. Rather than talking airily about the 
exercise of concepts of objectivity on the occasion of sensory experi¬ 
ence, what is required of an illuminating perceptual theory is that we 
pay attention to the specific sensory character of perceptual experience 
to see how it differs from the mere having of sensations. In vinne of 
what does perception exhibit its admitted objectivity? This fundamen¬ 
tal question will be addressed in the final two chapters of Part I. 

What, in the light of these considerations, are we to make of the 
three reasons for thinking that concepts must be implicated in percep¬ 
tion, given at the beginning of this chapter? Two of them—the Kantian 
one concerning synthesis, and the idea that perceiving “as” involves 
concepts—have been covered. The only remaining one—that thought 
does seem to be immediately directed to its objects, so that if percep¬ 
tion features such cognitive directedness, it too can be seen as immedi¬ 
ately directed to normal objects in the environment—is at most a rec- 
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ommendation to explore an idea farther. It suggests one way in which 
Direct Realism might be true. If, however, the suggestion founders 
upon closer inspection, as it has, it must be rejected. Indeed, the very 
idea that we shall learn much about perception by turning to the dis¬ 
tinctively different cognitive achievement of thinking, hoping to learn 
about aisthesis from a consideration of dianoia , is, on reflection, bizarre. 
Such a proposal almost guarantees that we shall lose sight of what is 
distinctive about perception. 
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OVER THE PAST couple of chapters we have covered a considerable 
amount of ground in our search for an acceptable account of the nature 
of perceptual consciousness. In terms of our single, central interest in 
discovering a way of answering the Argument from Illusion, however, 
we must recognize that we have got precisely nowhere. The possibility 
that sensory experience should give us a direct awareness of the physi¬ 
cal world is as opaque as ever. About all we have achieved so far is a rec¬ 
ognition of how not to analyze perception if we are to defend Direct 
Realism. Nevertheless, we can put these negative findings to use by 
fashioning from them certain fundamental criteria that any acceptable 
analysis of perception must meet. We must, in the first place, find an 
account of perceptual consciousness that does not, like the dual com¬ 
ponent theory, attempt to do justice to its intentional, world-directed 
character by bringing in some cognitive faculty external to sensory ex¬ 
perience itself. Secondly, we need an account of perception that makes 
no essential reference to thinking or conceptualization in order to clar¬ 
ify the possibility of direct perceptual contact with the physical world, 
even if this does not take the form of a dual component analysis of per¬ 
ception. Thirdly, an acceptable account of perceptual consciousness 
will not represent it as essentially embodying an appreciation of some 
causal interaction between the subject and the environment. This third 
criterion is actually distinct from the second. For although at the start 
of the previous chapter I presented “causalism” as a particular form of 
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the dual component approach to perception, thereby construing the 
supposed causality-invoking element in perceptual consciousness as 
taking the form of thinking about, or conceptualizing, our experience 
as being caused in a certain way, it is possible to analyse perception as 
involving some sort of non-conceptual appreciation of causality. For al¬ 
though T. H. Green, one of the causalists considered earlier, can char¬ 
acterize perception as “a complex work of thought, successively detach¬ 
ing felt things from the ‘flux’ of feelings,” Schopenhauer, by contrast, 
stressed that the appreciation of causality in perception is not one that 
is “discursive, reflective, in abstractor by means of concepts and words 
. . . ; but one that is intuitive and wholly immediate .” 1 And in our own 
day John Searle and Michael Ayers have followed a similar line . 2 Given 
the findings of the previous chapter, this is doubtless to be seen as an 
improvement on the overly intellectualistic form that causalism may 
take. Nevertheless, my earlier treatment suffices, I believe, to discredit 
causalism in whatever form it may be presented. For it is simply phe¬ 
nomenologically false that perceptual consciousness, in all its possible 
forms, necessarily involves any “appreciation” of our causally interact¬ 
ing with an environment, conceptual or not. The following therefore 
emerges as the necessary form that any acceptable analysis of per 
ceptdon must take: Certain sensory states are internally, intrinsically 
directed to normal objects, prior to the offices of conceptualization, 
and independently of an appreciation of causality. There is something 
about the character of certain sense-fields themselves that sustains such 
a non-conceptual intentionality. It is our task to discover what this 
something is. 

That an acceptable theory of perception should meet these criteria 
of adequacy is hardly a new view in the history of our subject. Indeed, it 
was philosophical orthodoxy before the rise of the “New Way of Ideas” 
in the seventeenth century. St. Thomas Aquinas’s account of percep¬ 
tion, for example, the general form of which dates back to Aristotle— 
according to which one is intentionally directed to worldly objects by a 
sensory image that immaterially embodies a sensible form or spe 
cies”—self-consciously abides by these constraints . 3 When St. Thomas 
writes, for example, that “sense is cognitive because it is receptive of 
species without matter,” he implies that our senses themselves are com 
petent to direct us intentionally to the world, independently of the of¬ 
fices of the understanding or intellect . 4 Understanding is required only 
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for that more sophisticated cognitive achievement, intellection , which 
among animals is unique to man, and which has kinds or universals as 
its objects. By the senses we are acquainted only with individuals . 5 
Moreover, sense-experience is supposed by St. Thomas to give us di¬ 
rect awareness of physical individuals. A sense-image is not what (quod) 
we experience, but that by which (qua or secundum quam) we experience 
perceptible objects in the surrounding world . 6 

The philosophical context in which such a medieval attempt at a Di¬ 
rect Realist theory of perception was fashioned is, however, one that is 
separated from us by what is arguably the single most radical switch of 
perspective that philosophy has ever seen—a switch that took place in 
the seventeenth century and had a profound influence on accounts of 
perception. For a medieval philosopher, the most fundamental meta¬ 
physical opposition was between matter and form . 7 From the seven¬ 
teenth century onwards that opposition was replaced, for all but a few 
materialists, by that between matter and mind (or “spirit”). This later 
view, working as it does with a simple opposition between two distinct 
substantial natures, has an immediate consequence for cognition: only 
that which is, or at least involves, an operation of an immaterial mind is 
in any sense cognitive. The view that holds matter and form in opposi¬ 
tion, however, can make sense of different levels of immateriality, since 
matter is not, on this view, a substance, or a nature, but an indetermi¬ 
nate potentiality. The nearest equivalent to the modern idea of matter 
that we find in the Middle Ages is that of a corporeal substance whose 
qualities are limited to those definitive of the four elements. Many 
corporeal things, however, have “active principles” that cannot be ac¬ 
counted for in terms of the qualities of such “inferior bodies,” which 
are, in general, “material dispositions for the substantial forms of natu¬ 
ral bodies .” 8 There is thus a hierarchy of forms, and “the nobler die 
form, the more it dominates corporeal matter, and the less it is im¬ 
mersed in it, and the more it exceeds it by its operation or power .” 9 
This is relevant to the philosophy of perception, since sense-percep¬ 
tion was viewed as involving the immaterial reception of form in corpo¬ 
real sense-faculties: “Sensitive powers ... receive the forms of things in 
a bodily organ .” 10 It was in this way that the medievals attempted to 
embody in their theories a recognition of the intentional directedness 
of the senses themselves, prior to any activity of the intellect. After the 
seventeenth century, however, such a notion of an immaterial opera- 
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ti°n of a material organ could not but seem unintelligible, something 
that is demonstrated with particular clarity by writers of this time who, 
while profoundly influenced by Descartes, yet retain an essentially Ar¬ 
istotelian approach to cognition—such as Kenelme Digby and John 
Sergeant. To the extent that the view that sense-perception is a func¬ 
tion of corporeal faculties lived on in the seventeenth century—as in¬ 
deed it did 11 the following conclusion was unavoidable: the senses, of 
themselves, are thoroughly non-cognitive. “For phantasms beasts may 
indeed have,” wrote John Sergeant, “they being no more but efflu¬ 
viums emitted from other bodies, and received by the portals of the 
senses into the brain; where the animal spirits stand readily waiting to 
move the brute, according as those tinctures are agreeable, or disagree¬ 
able to the compound.” 12 The result is that for perception, which is 
genuine cognition of the world, we need to bring in a different, spe¬ 
cifically mental operation to supplement the mere play of sensory im¬ 
ages. What we find , in short, js the birth of the dual co??iponent theory. 11 It 
will come as no surprise, therefore, to find sensations now spoken of as 
signs that the mind has to interpret in order for perception to occur: 
If we will compare the notion in our understanding,” writes Digby, 
with the signs which beating in our fancy do beget those notions; we 
shall find, that these are but barely signs: and do not in their own 
nature express, either the notions they raise, or the things they are 
signs of.” 14 One could hardly wish for a clearer anticipation of Thomas 
Reid’s account of perception and cognition. The idea that thought, 
or conceptualization, is necessary for even perception of the physical 
world is now firmly in place; and even the monistic variant of concep¬ 
tualism that we considered in Chapter 2 emerged as a possibility only 
after this time. In either form, the appeal to conceptualization to expli¬ 
cate the intentionality of sense-experience is a modern phenomenon, 
and, as I have suggested, totally wrong-headed. What all this indicates 
is not, to be sure, that we should simply return to some medieval theory 
of perception. It does indicate, however, that if we are to vindicate Di¬ 
rect Realism, we need to return to the general view that the senses 
themselves are intentional, and to fashion anew an account of how we 
can be acquainted with the physical world by the senses. 

This is no mean task because of the following fact: sensory experience is 
not necessarily intentional in character'. The dual component theory was at 
least right about that. If sensations necessarily gave us an awareness of 
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normal physical objects, and if we could understand why this was so, 
our search for an adequate account of perceptual consciousness would 
be at an end. If, however, there is no such necessity, we are faced with 
the following perplexing task: to explain why sensory experience is 
sometimes intentional and sometimes not, without bringing in the of¬ 
fices of some distinct, non-sensory faculty—without, in short, revert¬ 
ing to the dual component theory. Sense-experience itself must be 
capable of being intrinsically, and yet not essentially, intentional in 
character. In Chapter 5 I shall present an analysis of perceptual con¬ 
sciousness that attempts to meet this demand. In the rest of the present 
chapter, I shall argue for the premise that is now causing us such prob¬ 
lems: that sense-experience does not necessarily constitute even puta¬ 
tive awareness of normal objects. 

One class of sensations that are commonly regarded as being non-in- 
tentional is that of bodily sensations. These are not, it is commonly 
held, “of’ anything: they have no object distinct from themselves. If 
this view is taken, then, if “perceptual” sensations are supposed to be 
intrinsically intentional in character, we have a radical bifurcation 
within the class of sensations that cries out for an explanation. Perhaps, 
however, such a view of bodily sensation, though common, is mistaken. 
Indeed, in recent years an increasingly large number of philosophers 
have held that even bodily sensations are intentional and object-di¬ 
rected. Such sensations are not, indeed, directed towards the environ¬ 
ment, but they are directed towards the “external world” as philoso¬ 
phers usually understand this term: for they are directed towards our 
bodies. To suffer pain, on this view, is to be aware of a part of one’s 
body being disordered or damaged in some way. Michael Ayers, for ex¬ 
ample, asserts that “to have or feel a pain in the left foot is to have a cer¬ 
tain sort of sensory awareness of one’s left foot.” 15 Echoing Clark’s ac¬ 
count of perceptual sensation, we could say that the objective reference 
is achieved indexically in virtue of the occurrence of the sensation in a 
certain part of our “body image.” 

Now, this suggestion cannot sensibly be that in having bodily sensa¬ 
tions we are aware of our body as possessing a feature in a way that is 
specifiable independently of the sensations themselves. It is not that 
having, say, a toothache necessarily involves us being aware of our 
tooth in a way that we could be even if we had never had toothache. In 
order to have any plausibility, the idea must be, rather, that the tooth- 
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ache itself may be our first cognitive access to our tooth, and that what 
it reveals of the tooth, or at least how it reveals it, is different from any 
non-sensory representation of some state of disorder. But what exactly 
is attributed to our tooth when we experience a toothache? The sug¬ 
gestion that it is damaged attributes far too sophisticated a notion, and 
one that is, moreover, independent of what it is like to feel toothache. 
We require an attribution that does not go beyond the felt character of 
that sensation. Perhaps it is some sort of intuitive awareness of some¬ 
thing being amiss or untoward. But what, then, should we regard as be¬ 
ing revealed by the enormous variety of bodily sensations that are not 
painful? What is it about our bodies that we aware of when we feel pins 
and needles, nausea, light-headedness, and so on? In fact we are on a 
wild goose chase here. What, if anything, it is about the tooth that we 
are aware of when we feel toothache is just that it hurts! Phenomen¬ 
ologically it is the pain itself that is attributed to a part of the body, just 
as it is phenomenal colour that we naively attribute to physical objects. 
Nevertheless, the suggestion remains that such experiences constitute a 
form of perception. Even if what is attributed is pain itself, what it is at¬ 
tributed to is our body—which, as a physical object, counts for philo¬ 
sophical purposes as part of the “external world.” Bodily sensation is 
perception of our own bodies “from within.” 

Whatever the merits of this suggestion, it does not, at least without 
considerable supplementation, help us in our current project. For al¬ 
though bodily sensation may have an intrinsic reference to the “ex¬ 
ternal world” in the form of our physical bodies, it does not have a 
reference to the environment. So even if sensation does not divide in¬ 
explicably into intentional and wholly non-intentional varieties, it does 
inexplicably divide into those that are and those that are not directed 
to the physical environment beyond our bodies. If we are not to settle 
for Reid’s natural magic, we need to be told more. Moreover, and per¬ 
haps more significantly, even if bodily sensations give us an immediate 
awareness of our bodies, we do not attribute “continued existence” to 
the bodily states of affairs that are thereby revealed. This would be true 
only if what we attributed to the body were some disordered state that 
could persist even though we ceased to feel it. This would, however, 
mean attributing to any subject that can feel pain a grasp of a notion of 
disorder that is independent of pain itself—one that would, therefore, 
be conceptual, not peculiarly sensory, in nature. Because of this, bodily 
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sensations must still be seen as failing to present their objects as pos¬ 
sessed of any of the characteristics definitive of objectivity that were 
spelt out at the beginning of Chapter 2. How, then, do so-called per¬ 
ceptual sensations manage to achieve this? 

One difference between perceptual and bodily sensation may, how¬ 
ever, suggest itself as obvious. This is a difference for which there is no 
commonly agreed term, but which is phenomenologically evident: the 
fact that bodily sensations, unlike perceptual sensations, have a certain 
“feel” to them. There is a great oddity, to say the least, in speaking, as is 
common in certain quarters, of all sensations as “raw feels”; for it does 
not literally feel like anything to have a visual experience of something 
looking red. It is, to be sure, “like something” to enjoy such an experi¬ 
ence; but it is hardly a “feel.” So, the suggestion is that bodily sensa¬ 
tions are feelings, perceptual sensations are not. 16 In fact, however, this 
criterion fails to serve its intended purpose, for we perceive heat and 
cold, and yet the sensations involved here, though perceptive of things 
beyond our bodies, involve “feeling.” 17 

However we may eventually distinguish bodily from perceptual sen¬ 
sations, the most important point to see at this stage is that neither is 
necessarily intentional in character: “bodily” sensations do not neces¬ 
sarily give us an awareness of our bodies, and sensations of the type that 
can be perceptual are not necessarily so. Let us begin with “bodily” 
sensations. We shall be exploring this topic in greater detail in the fol¬ 
lowing chapter, but for the present just consider a subject who, al¬ 
though he experiences “bodily” sensations, is totally paralyzed. Such a 
subject would, I shall later argue, not have any appreciation even of his 
own body. And so no sensation, however much of a genuine “feeling” it 
is, would appear to such a subject to be “in” its body. 18 That we know 
that a creature that was confined to experiencing bodily sensations 
would be registering states of its own physical body does not mean that 
those sensations are intentional. Intentionality is not just a matter of 
informational relationships, even when the information is embodied in 
a conscious state. It is also a matter of phenomenology, and of how the 
subject responds to, or “takes,” what he is presented with. Since the oc¬ 
currence of a “feel” of itself entails no awareness of one’s body as such, 
we are left with the question why, when such sensations are attributed 
by us to our body, they are so attributed. 

This gaping explanatory, hole is also to be found when we turn our 
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attention to types of sensation that are typically perceptual in character. 
For even such sensations as these are not necessarily perceptual. Con¬ 
sider darkness, for example. This a genuine visual phenomenon. Some 
of our senses simply cease when they receive no input. But when a 
conscious, visually normal subject is receiving no optical input, visual 
consciousness does not simply cease, for we are then conscious of 
‘darkness.” 19 Indeed, the nature of this darkness can be considered and 
compared with other kinds of visual experience: it is, for example, not 
an experience of blackness, but of what psychologists call “brain grey.” 
And even if it were a case of pure blackness, that, too, would be a visual 
quality, one originally appreciable only by a subject with visual experi¬ 
ence. As Edmond Wright says, “If you are doubtful about darkness . . . 
as a positive state of the registering field, consider a human being born 
without any visual co?tex but who has healthy eyes and the remnant of a 
healthy optic nerve, but one that goes nowhere. [H]e does not even 7 'egis - 
ter darkness. There are persons with brain damage to the occipital cor¬ 
tex who have lost a part of the visual field, and this part is not ?‘eplaced 
with darkness: the field itself has just shrunk.” 20 Analogously, although if 
you close both eyes you will experience darkness, if with eyes open you 
turn them to the extreme right, you will not experience a dark area en¬ 
croaching at the left-hand side of your visual field. The field simply re¬ 
cedes. If, though, darkness is a state of visual experience, we have a 
demonstration that sensation is not necessarily intentionally directed 
to anything: we simply consider a subject whose fii'st experience is of 
“inner darkness.” In the absence of any other, prior experience of the 
world, it will clearly not appear to such a subject that all the lights are 
out, that it is dark, that the world is empty, that there is nothing there, 
or any such thing. Such an impoverished subject would not, as yet, be 
in a position to relate perceptually to an environment at all. Moreover, 
not even chromatic visual experience is necessarily intentional: just 
consider the visual experiences we have with our eyes closed when we 
press our eyeballs—those that led the ancient Greeks to think that 
some sort of light or fire resided within the eye. Such an “inner light- 
show,” if I may so call it, is even for us a matter of pure visual sensation. 

If I press my eyeball and experience a faint glowing light, I am not even 
tempted to suppose that a light has come on in the outside world. It is 
not merely that, knowing that I have myself induced the experience, I 
override an intuitive appearance of such a thing; the experience simply 
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does hot present itself as of anything external to consciousness. If this is 
doubted, perhaps on the grounds that for someone who does ordinarily 
perceive the world visually any visual sensation must carry some sort of 
reference to the surrounding world, it surely cannot be doubted in re¬ 
lation to a creature who has never perceived the world visually: a crea¬ 
ture whose first visual experience was of such an inner light-show. It is 
thus not true to write, as does Michael Ayers, that a sensation of yellow 
“is not something we could conceivably have except as an aspect of our 
sensory awareness of things, the appearance to us of space and things in 
space.” 21 We therefore have a serious problem. For there is clearly a 
community of nature between all visual sensations. If intentionality can 
sometimes be present and sometimes absent even within the class of 
sensations belonging to a single sense, how are we to account for this 
except on the supposition that some of these sensations are, and some 
are not, accompanied by a distinct, because separable, cognitive act 
thereby returning us to the dual component approach' 

Richard Aquila has attempted to answer this problem. He fully rec¬ 
ognizes the essential shortcoming in any position that regards sensa¬ 
tion as such as intrinsically intentional, and also recognizes the need to 
introduce an intentional element, over and above the purely sensory 
aspect of sensation, in a way that does not simply constitute a reversion 
to the dual component theory. What he attempts to establish is that “it 
is possible to grant that such a non-sensuous element is an element 
which might be exhibited by sensory states themselves , and not merely 
by some appropriately related non-sensory state.” 22 It is precisely the 
presence and absence of this non-sensory feature that determines 
whether sensation is perceptual or not. I believe this to be exactly right, 
and we shall be exploring this possibility in Chapter 5. I cannot, how¬ 
ever, find much illumination in Aquila’s positive account of the matter, 
for we are told next to nothing about these non-sensuous elements. 
They may be, Aquila says, “a matter of the ‘context’ in which sensory 
states occur, or a matter of the way in which sensory content is present 
in experience. (If, for example, sensory states are brain-states, then 
what would be semantically significant would be at least some of the 
various ways in which the same sensory brain states might occur in the 
brain).” 23 This, of course, is sheer and indeterminate speculation, which 
does no more than direct us to the abstract possibility of sensory states 
possessing non-sensuous features as a way of avoiding any form of dual 
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component theory. In this, as I have said, I believe him to be wholly 
correct; but we certainly need to be told more about these crucial 
features in virtue of which sensations themselves become intentional. 
Failing this, we simply have the brute assertion that some sensations 
are intentional and some are not in virtue of something we know not 
what. 

Nor can the currently popular emphasis upon information as central 
to an understanding of perception help us at all in our search for a solu¬ 
tion to our Problem. The claim that perception embodies information 
about the environment is certainly one that cannot sensibly be denied. 
Moreover, since information need not be “encoded” conceptually, the 
following may be thought to be a suggestion worth taking seriously: 
that sensation is perceptual when it embodies information about our 
environment, whereas ‘mere” sensation does not provide such external 
information, but at best gives us information about the state of our own 
bodies. One thing that has suggested such an idea to some writers is the 
fact that certain sense-modalities can be so harnessed as to enable us 
to perceive the environment in wholly novel ways. 24 For example, al¬ 
though we normally detect only sounds and not the shapes of physical 
objects by hearing, this fact is not entailed by the nature of auditory 
sensation itself. A number of years ago, W. C. Clement argued persua¬ 
sively that if a few contingencies associated with hearing were different, 
we should be able to say that we “heard the surfaces of objects.” 25 Since 
then, Stuart Aitken and Tom Bower have devised the “sonicguide,” an 
instrument that emits ultrasonic sound that bounces off surrounding 
objects and upon returning to the machine is converted into audible 
sounds that are fed into a subject’s ears through headphones. The dis¬ 
tance of an object is correlated with the pitch of the sound, its size with 
loudness, texture with timbre, and direction with time of arrival of the 
two signals at the ears, as in ordinary hearing. Although older subjects 
adapt poorly to the device, infants from about five months of age who 
are congenitally blind exhibit all the signs that they have acquired an 
auditorily based “distance sense” akin to vision: they reach out for ap¬ 
proaching objects, track moving objects, and so forth. 26 So perhaps all 
that is necessary for perceptual consciousness is that the sensory mani¬ 
fold be structured in a way that is dependably isomorphic to certain 
features of the environment that serve as input to the sensory system. 
Such a suggestion will not do at all, however. For the course taken by 
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the various sensations in my leg during a certain period could conceiv¬ 
ably be isomorphic to the positions of clouds overhead. Even if, bi- 
zarrely, the course of my sensations were caused by the positions of the 
clouds,’ even if I were in a context where such sensations would occur 
only //’there were clouds moving in a determinate way above my head, 
my sensations would feel just as they ordinarily do, and would remain 
mere bodily sensations. Isomorphism, and even a causally grounded in¬ 
formational relationship, is a matter of external relations between two 
terms, whereas what we are interested in is what is internally constitu¬ 
tive for the phenomenology of perceptual consciousness. The present 
suggestion is hardly any better, on this count, than Richard Aquila’s 
proposal. Precisely because of its phenomenological irrelevance, the 
present suggestion is also wholly unhelpful in the context of a search 
for a defence of Direct Realism—for the simple reason that an Indirect 
Realist can happily accept the suggestion. Of course perception em¬ 
bodies information about the physical world, such a Realist will say; but 
it does so because it features an immediate awareness of sensation that 
is itself informationally related to the objects in our physical environ¬ 
ment. 

What has therefore emerged as our first task, in the development 
of an acceptable theory of perceptual consciousness, is to show how 
some sensation can be intrinsically world-directed (or even just body- 
directed), thereby avoiding the dual component theory, while yet 
recognising that no type of sensation is necessarily so directed. Some¬ 
thing other than thought and conceptualization can be sometimes 
present and sometimes absent, in such a way that the distinctive inten- 
tionality of perceptual consciousness is thereby installed. It is to this 
task that we turn in Chapter 5. 




The Nature of 
Perceptual Consciousness 



IT IS HIGH TIME that we put the standard accounts of perceptual con¬ 
sciousness behind us, along with aprioristic assumptions about what 
such consciousness “must” be like, and turn, as Husserl put it, to “the 
things themselves.” What we need is a careful phenomenological ap¬ 
preciation of the lived character of perceptual experience. As we have 
seen in the last chapter, if Direct Realism is true we should be able to 
discern a non-sensuous aspect to such experience, though one that is 
not a matter of the exercise of concepts. Let us, therefore, take a fresh, 
unbiased look at perceptual consciousness, to see if we can discern any¬ 
thing that makes it, simply qua mode of sensory consciousness, distinct 
from sensation. 

One fairly obvious initial suggestion is that what distinguishes per¬ 
ceptual consciousness from the mere having of sensation is the phenom¬ 
enal three-dimensional spatiality that attaches to the former. Is it not the 
case that all and only perceptual sensations present us with objects that 
are ostensibly located in three-dimensional space? Such phenomenal 
spatiality is not plausibly seen as a matter of conceptualization, but 
seems, rather, to be a matter of the intrinsic character of certain sense- 
fields—though hardly a matter of their “qualitative” character. Phe¬ 
nomenal ^ree-dimensionality would be essential to the suggestion. 
Arguing merely that some sensations form a two-dimensional array 
would not suffice to justify treating them as perceptual, since some 
mere sensations—such as the “inner light-show”—are so arrayed. 
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Moreover, if William James is right, and every kind of sensation is pos¬ 
sessed of what he termed “voluminousness,” then the requisite phe¬ 
nomenal three-dimensionality will have to be more than this. 1 But 
that granted, the suggestion may seem straightforward. 2 Nevertheless, 
this suggestion will not be even initially plausible unless we introduce 
a closer determination of what “spatiality” means here. For are not 
even bodily sensations in some sense spatially arrayed, even three- 
dimensionally? A pain felt in my hand is phenomenally separated from 
a tickle in my foot; and with four movable limbs it is easy, if we experi¬ 
ence a sensation in each one, to be aware of four sensations occupying 
positions that cannot be located in a plane. The more precise notion of 
spatiality that we require, therefore, is one that essentially involves not 
just the spatial relationships between the objects of awareness, but the 

spatiality of the relationship between any such object and ourselves_ 

more specifically, a part of our body. In vision, for example, objects are 
characteristically seen, when genuine perceptual consciousness is in¬ 
volved, as more or less distant from us—specifically, from our eyes (or 
eye). And sounds are heard as being at varying distances from us—spe¬ 
cifically from our ears (or ear). Although sight and hearing, unlike 
touch, are standardly regarded as “distance senses,” the same kind of 
spatiality is also found in touch. Although when we feel an object that 
object is usually felt as being in contact with us, we feel it to be a three- 
dimensional solid body localized beyond our body’s surface. What is 
crucial is precisely this spatial over-againstness with which perceptual 
objects are given to awareness: an over-againstness which involves a 
part of our body functioning as sense-orga?i. Perception concerns the 
“external world.” The suggestion is that this is, in essential part, be¬ 
cause perceptual experience presents such “external” objects as literally 
external to our bodies. A bodily sensation such as a headache is expe¬ 
rienced as in your head; it is not perceived as an object with your head. 
When, by contrast, you look at your hand, although the object seen is 
not spatially separated from you (since it is a part of you), it is, never¬ 
theless, spatially separate from the eye with which (and from where) 
you see it. 

The “spatiality” of perceptual consciousness (which in what follows 
is always to be understood as shorthand for the phenomenal, three-di¬ 
mensional locatedness of the objects of awareness in relation to a sense- 
organ) underlies an essential feature of the perceptions of at least the 




The Nature of Perceptual Consciousness 


135 


majority of objects of perception: of “physical objects” in the narrow 
sense, or “bodies,” as opposed to what I have sometimes called physical 
“phenomena,” such as sounds, shadows, and radiant heat. This feature 
is that there is more to such an object than is direcdy registered in sen¬ 
sation, and that we appreciate this fact. Bodies are always perceived 
only from one side, so that they hide from us aspects of themselves 
that may be further explored. As we watch a vase rotating on a revolv¬ 
ing plinth, for example, our changing visual experience is immediately 
taken as embodying merely differing perspectives on a single, intrinsi¬ 
cally unchanging object. What we discover as the vase begins to turn is 
more of this self-same object, discovering formerly hidden parts that 
belong integrally to it along with the portions perceived earlier. None 
of this holds of mere sensation: there are no perspectives to he had on our 
sensations, and so they have no further aspects that transcend our cur¬ 
rent awareness of them. We can attend more frilly to a sensation, but 
we cannot turn it over and contemplate its different aspects—not even 
in our mind’s eye. A sensation has no hidden sides because we are not 
aware of it through the exercise of a sense organ spatially distinct from 
it. Where there is the possibility of different perspectives on a single 
object, we have genuinely perceptual experience rather than mere sen¬ 
sation. 

Not all perceptible objects have hidden sides, of course; shadows 
don’t, for example; nor do sounds. We can, however, albeit to a more 
limited extent than with bodies, have different perspectives on them. 
We can move from viewing a shadow face-on to viewing it from one 
side, with a consequent change in visual experience; and we can get dif¬ 
ferent “perspectives” on a sound by moving in relation to it. These are 
hardly cases of discovering hidden sides, or even aspects, of the object; 
but we do learn how the self-same thing looks, or sounds, from here 
rather than there. Indeed, not only can we achieve different “views” of 
such objects, but, as Husserl and Merleau-Ponty stressed, there is in¬ 
volved in our perceptual commerce with the world a sense of getting 
better or worse perspectives on objects . 3 We can discover how loud a dis¬ 
tant sound really is, or how hot a fire really is, by moving closer to 
them. If we want to hear the ticking of a pocket-watch “properly,” we 
put it close to our ear; we behave very differently when it is a matter of 
hearing a cannon fire. All of this is absent only for the simplest opera¬ 
tions of the “contact senses”—as with taste and the perception of sur • 
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face-temperature. And it is, of course, wholly absent from the realm of 
mere sensation. 

It is,.at first sight, difficult to see how phenomenal spatiality could 
fail to suffice for perceptual consciousness. For what more could be re¬ 
quired for this than that one be ostensibly presented with an object 
out there , spatially separate from oneself, even if in contact with you? 
Surely no such object could be intuitively taken to be a sensation? The 
well-known phenomenon of a phantom limb should not be thought to 
constitute a counter-example to this idea. 4 For although, in such a case, 
the subject feels a mere sensation to be at a point in space that is in fact 
beyond his body, it is not felt to be beyond his body; it is, rather, that 
the body itself is felt to be beyond a point at which it objectively termi¬ 
nates. The only case I know of that might be thought to cast doubt 
on the sufficiency of spatiality for perceptual consciousness is due to 
Georg von Bekesy. In his investigations into the surprisingly close sim¬ 
ilarities between the way the skin and the ear respond to vibrations, he 
found that something analogous to stereophony can be produced by 
placing vibrators, slightly out of phase with each other, on two parts of 
a subject’s skin. When the ends of two adjacent but separated fingers 
are thus excited, the feeling of vibration can be made to move from one 
finger through e??ipty space to the other. With other apparatus, subjects 
were induced to locate such feelings up to three feet outside their bod¬ 
ies. 5 Unfortunately, von Bekesy does not give a sufficiently detailed 
phenomenological account of what the subjects experienced. For al¬ 
though he speaks of “sensations” being felt outside the body, he both 
fails generally to observe any distinction between sensation and per¬ 
ception, and also likens the phenomenon to someone’s poking at an ob¬ 
ject with a stick and feeling resistance and solidity at the other end of 
the stick—which suggests perception rather than sensation. It is, how¬ 
ever, only the former reading, according to which the subjects feel 
“bodily” sensations outside their bodies, that would cast doubt on the 
present claim to sufficiency; and such a reading is certainly puzzling. 
Perhaps we should regard the present case as but an extreme example 
of something akin to the phantom limb phenomenon: a case where 
“bodily” sensations are felt, not only at a point beyond the subject’s ob¬ 
jective physical body, but at a point that is beyond even the normal ex¬ 
tent of the body. If it is objected that one surely cannot feel one’s body 
to be up to three feet beyond its natural extent, one should recall the 
possibility, mentioned in Chapter 1, of feeling one’s nose to be over a 
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foot long. Perhaps, in the present case, one would have to go as far as 
saying that one’s body was felt to be subjectively discontinuous; for 
when subjects feel these vibrations as being up to three feet away, there 
is no suggestion that they feel that their bodies have expanded, and this 
may well be thought to be bizarre. But is it any more bizarre than sug¬ 
gesting that sensations are felt outside one’s body altogether? In fact, 
however, the suggestion is not at all bizarre. We shall be examining 
shortly the cognitive relation in which we stand to our own bodies in 
some detail, but for the moment, simply imagine a subject with a per¬ 
manently paralyzed leg in which no sensation has ever been felt. Now, 
for the first time, a sensation is felt “in the foot.” Would there be any 
less of a “discontinuity” here than in the von Bekesy case? For we 
should certainly not think of our “body image” as a continuous, body¬ 
shaped field of sensation. That, as Brian O’Shaughnessy has argued at 
length, is just a myth. 6 

In any case, what finally disposes of such extra-bodily sensations as a 
counter-example to the sufficiency claim is the fact that they do not in¬ 
volve the precise form of three-dimensional spatiality that is here at is¬ 
sue. For one thing that is implied as a possibility by the kind of spatial 
over-againstness which we are exploring—an over-againstness in rela¬ 
tion to an organ of perception—is that something should interpose it¬ 
self between ourselves and the perceived object so as to occlude it, or to 
obstruct our perception of it. The notion of occlusion applies literally 
only to the sense of sight, where the possibility is obvious. Neverthe¬ 
less, something analogous to occlusion holds for touch, despite its be¬ 
ing a “contact sense.” For while you are touching something, a thin 
rigid object can always in principle be interposed between your body 
and what was being touched, so that you feel it obstructing your per¬ 
ception of the latter. Similarly with hearing, for a nearby sound can im¬ 
pede your perception of a more distant sound even though it is no 
louder than the latter. No such thing seems intelligible with von 
Bekesy’s sensations. Even if he could produce serried rows of such sen¬ 
sations, the nearer ones could hardly obstruct awareness of the more 
distant ones if they genuinely are mere sensations. Differently located sen¬ 
sations do not “occlude” one another. 7 When the possibility of such oc¬ 
clusion is taken into account, it surely becomes evident that the precise 
kind of spatiality that is in question here suffices for perceptual con¬ 
sciousness. 

Although spatiality looks as if it suffices for perceptual conscious- 
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ness, if it is not universally, indeed necessarily, present in perceptual 
consciousness as such, we shall not have attained a wholly satisfactory 
account of such consciousness, since we shall be left in the dark about 
how genuine perception is possible in its absence. So if phenomenal 
spatiality is, as at present, our only way of distinguishing between per¬ 
ception and sensation, we need to ask if it is necessary as well as suf¬ 
ficient for perceptual, as opposed to merely sensory, consciousness. 
This presents us with a problem, because it is not. 

Sight, hearing, and touch we have already seen to exhibit spatiality. 
But what of taste and smell? The latter may indeed possess James’s ‘Vo¬ 
luminousness”; but that is not what we are concerned with. Still, it may 
seem to you that you can, standing in a well-stocked florist’s, smell die 
odours of the flowers filling the room. On reflection, however, we real¬ 
ize that this is not really so. A single, strongly perfumed and variegated 
bunch of flowers under your nose could lead to the same perception. 
Blindfolded, you would not be able to tell the difference. Now, as a 
matter of fact it is not true that smell is merely “voluminous.” Georg 
von Bekesy has demonstrated our ability, in finely controlled contexts, 
to smell the precise lateral location of an odour under our nostrils. In¬ 
deed, he showed how time delays in the output of two fine perfume 
sprays, one positioned under each nostril, can determine the subjective 
localization of the smell in a way that is analogous to the way in which 
discrepancies in the time of arrival of a sound at our two ears determine 
our radial localization of sounds. 8 Were our nostrils farther apart, we 
should be even better at this than we are: as von Bekesy points out, 
that champion truffle-hunter, the pig, has nostrils set relatively widely 
apart. Even in such a case, however, distance is all but non-existent for 
the sense of smell—though perhaps it gets some foothold with the pig. 
We should not misinterpret the fact that certain male moths can detect 
the pheromones of a possible mate that is several miles away; or, to take 
a less dubious case of sentiency, the fact that polar bears can smell a seal 
at comparable distances. For a polar bear does not smell a seal as being 
several miles away, or smell the odour either as at, or as coming from, 
such a distance: the bear is phenomenally presented only with changes 
in the intensity of the smell and, apparently as a result of the detection 
°f air-flow, a direction. Such a creature, like a dog, has to follow a scent. 
The reason for this is that, as things stand, there is no information 
about such relatively large distances in olfactory input: nothing compa- 
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rable to the echoic effects that allow us to place sounds at varying dis¬ 
tances from us. Bearing in mind.W. C. Clement’s point noted towards 
the end of the previous chapter, note that I am riot suggesting that ol¬ 
factory distance perception is impossible. The relevant point is that such 
a possibility is unrealized for us at least some of the time: there are ac¬ 
tual instances where smell is at most merely voluminous. Whereas you 
see and hear things at a distance, and feel spatially located objects with 
your hands, you typically experience smells in (or just behind) your 
nose. And yet smell is a perceptual sense. Taste is even less inherently 
spatial: its “voluminousness” is restricted to the mouth. Von Bekesy has 
discovered, once again, that precise localization of taste is possible, 
with time delays again having their localizing effects ; 9 but such tastes 
are localized on the tongue. (The primary purpose of von Bekesy’s dis¬ 
cussion, indeed, is to point out the similarities between the mecha¬ 
nisms of taste localization and those of cutaneous sensations generally.) 
Taste is, as such, a bodily sensation, one entirely lacking the kind of 
spatiality we are concerned with here. Tastes are in the mouth as head¬ 
aches are in the head. Similar remarks apply to felt temperature. If you 
put an inert new-born baby under a sun lamp, it will not feel itself 
bathed in heat; it will, surely, only feel its body heating up . 10 And yet we 
speak of ourselves perceiving smells and temperatures. 

In fact, taste can, I believe, be quickly set to one side on the grounds 
that it is merely derivatively perceptual. When you pop a mint into 
your mouth, we certainly say that you are tasting the mint. This is 
taken to be a perception, not a mere sensation. It is intentional, having 
an object—the physical mint, or at least one of its qualities—distinct 
from itself. Taste is perceptual, however, only because it relies upon an¬ 
other sense modality: you take yourself to be tasting the mint only be¬ 
cause you feel the mint with your tongue. Compare this with the situa¬ 
tion in which, as we say, you have a taste “in your mouth.” This taste is 
not attributed, non-inferentially, to any object whatever. It is certainly 
not attributed to your mouth. It is not your mouth that tastes minty, in 
the sense in which we say that a mint does: there is, rather, simply a 
taste in your mouth. This is a pure gustatory event. Indeed, it is a mere 
gustatory sensation, having no “object distinct from itself.” It is phe¬ 
nomenally located, of course; but then so is a headache. Nor is the taste 
attributed to your tongue. When you are said to taste “physical ob¬ 
jects,” you taste them with your tongue, and this is only because you feel 
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such things with your tongue, caressing them and “extracting” the 
flavour from them. Similar remarks hold for the perception of surface 
temperatures with the skin. This cannot, however, be said of smells; 
nor of radiant heat. Perhaps the attribution of a smell, or of heat, to a 
physical object —such as a piece of cheese, or a fire—is dependent on the 
operation of some other sense; but considered in themselves, as “physi¬ 
cal phenomena,” we have non-derivative perception of them. They 
therefore constitute counter-examples to the proposed necessity of 
spatiality for perceptual consciousness." 

Indeed, sight constitutes such a counter-example. For although, for 
almost all of us, sight presents objects at a distance, it does not do so 
universally, even when that sense is functioning perceptually. We find 
the exceptions in those people who, as it is commonly put, have had 
their sight restored later in life having been born “blind”: subjects of 
the well-known Molyneux Question. For such subjects are not, in fact, 
totally blind before their operations. Were they so, no operation would 
be of any avail, since, in the absence of all visual stimulation, the optic 
system atrophies. Their vision is, rather, extremely impaired; so im¬ 
paired that they wholly fail to see objects as being at any distance from 
them. Indeed, they can hardly be said to see “objects” at all. Neverthe¬ 
less, they can (just about) see. Nor is such seeing merely the enjoyment 
of visual sensations. What they see is light and shadow—public, objec¬ 
tive, physical light and shadow. 12 Vestigial though such visual percep¬ 
tion may be, it also constitutes a counter-example—doubtless the most 
significant one to the suggested necessity of spatiality for perceptual 
consciousness. It looks, therefore, as though we must search for a sec¬ 
ond phenomenon that will account for those cases of perceptual con¬ 
sciousness where appeal to spatiality fails. 

Fortunately, a candidate is on hand. For there is another suggestion 
that at least meets the constraint that we be able to account for percep¬ 
tual consciousness at the simple level of sensing animal life. It is that we 
pay attention to the way in which perception is integrated with move¬ 
ment specifically, movement on the part of the perceiving subject. 
Moreover, our discussion of spatiality has already provided a clue as to 
the kind of movement that is relevant here. For what we have so far 
seen to be of perceptual significance is the apparent three-dimensional 
locatedness of objects of perception in relation to a sense-organ. 
Hence, the kind of movement that is of perceptual significance is the 
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movement of sense-organs in relation to perceived objects. Not all such 
movements are relevant, however. For given that we are at present in¬ 
terested in how perceptual experience is to be distinguished from mere 
sensation qua experience, the movements in question must be ones of 
which the subject is aware. So the fact that visual perception involves 
constant small movements on the part of the eyes is not relevant, since 
they are not something of which we have any experiential appreciation 
whatsoever: it at least seems to us that we can keep our eyes perfecdy 
still while seeing something, at least for very short periods. What such 
unconscious eye movements facilitate is the occurrence of visual sensa¬ 
tion itself, whereas what we are interested in are conditions over and 
above the aetiology of sensation that sustain the enjoyment of fully per¬ 
ceptual consciousness. Similarly, the opening and closing of our eyelids 
are not movements of the right kind, even though we are aware of 
them. For they, too, havq a merely facilitating function in relation to 
the genesis of visual sensation. The reason why the opening of our eyes 
is at all relevant to visual perception is that it allows a ?nobile sense-organ 
to function. It is the movement of this sensitive organ itself in relation 
to perceived objects that is of phenomenological significance for per¬ 
ception. More specifically, the bodily movements with which we should 
be concerned are those by which we come to enjoy different perspectives on 
perceptible objects. Hence, not the tremor of the eyeballs, nor the move¬ 
ment of eyelids, but the turning of our eyeballs in their sockets as we 
gaze across a scene or follow the outline of an object is the sort of 
movement we are concerned with here. Such independent movement 
of a discrete sense-organ within the body as a whole is, of course, the 
exception rather than the rule for us. Some animals can cock their ears, 
but we cannot; the chief activity associated with the nose is sniffing, 
which does not, in the relevant sense, involve movement in relation to 
perceived objects at all. The nearest we come to an analogy to the 
movement of our eyes in the other senses is the manipulation of an ob¬ 
ject by our hands as we feel its shape—though there is no discrete or¬ 
gan of touch. Whether an autonomous, identifiable organ of sense can 
be independently moved is not, however, the issue. The issue is simply 
whether a part of the body serving as an organ of perception can be 
moved in relation to possible objects of perception in such a way as to 
give rise to changing sensation, whether or not this involves movement 
of all, or large parts of, the body. Even though our ears, for example, 
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are themselves effectively immobile, they can be moved in relation to 
sounds and sounding objects in virtue of our head or our whole body 
moving. 

I should stress that our enquiry is at present phenomenological in 
nature, and will remain so for the rest of this chapter. So claims con¬ 
cerning necessary or sufficient conditions for perceptual experience are 
claims about conditions that may only seem to the subject to hold. The 
previous claim about the movement of sense-organs is thus, strictly, to 
the effect that it should seem to the subject that such an organ is in 
movement—whether it objectively is or not. We are not, here, con¬ 
cerned with psychophysics. To put the point dramatically: the distinc¬ 
tion between perceptual and merely sensory experience is one that 
needs to be made even for a “brain in a vat.” 

The claim that there is an important role in perception for its seem¬ 
ing to a subject that its sense-organs are in movement is no doubt too 
crude a way of stating the truth. For is a baby ever aware that it has 
eyes, or ears, or a nose that it can move in relation to any currently per¬ 
ceived object? In one sense, clearly not. We need have no anatomical 
appreciation of the naTure, or even existence, of our organs in order to 
perceive. There is, however, a sense in which a perceptual appreciation 
of sense-organs, and moving sense-organs in particular, is an integral 
part of most perception. For in perceiving, the subject is, in a manner 
to be explored, typically aware, as a dimension of the perceptual experi¬ 
ence itself, of the functioning of what are in fact, in normal cases, 
sense-organs—even though they are not themselves objects of aware¬ 
ness. 13 I shall express this by saying that an appreciation of a mobile 
sense-organ is (at least) “implicit” in perceptual consciousness. 14 

Such movement of a sense-organ in relation to an object of aware¬ 
ness is wholly absent from the level of mere sensation, for such move¬ 
ment again introduces perspectives. You cannot enjoy different perspec¬ 
tives on the inner light-show, or on any element in it; you cannot turn 
away from a headache. This phenomenological criterion allows us to 
grant perceptual status to the kinds of case that were problematic for 
the spatiality criterion. Persons with cataracts can be credited with see¬ 
ing objective photic phenomena because certain changes in the disposi¬ 
tion of visual sensation will be consequent upon movements of their 
eyes. Even though a dark patch in such a subject’s visual field will not be 
seen as at any distance from him, he will immediately take such a patch 
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not to be a mere sensation, but something “external” to him, because of 
the way in which movement of the operative sense-organ kinetically 
structures the sensory field. As the subject turns his head, the patch will 
occupy different parts of his field of vision, or will disappear from view, 
depending upon the direction of his gaze. This minimal ability to have 
different “perspectives” on the object indicates that we have a case of 
perception, and not mere visual sensation. For none of this is true of 
the inner light-show, or of any other mere field of sensation. A sense of 
such self-movement opens up an objective realm by instituting a dis¬ 
tinction between how sensorily things are with us and how, although 
they are themselves directly registered in sensation and vertically per¬ 
ceived, things are with the objects of perception. (More on what will turn 
out to be this cwicial point will come in Chapter 6.) 

Smells and radiant heat are similarly objects of perception because 
we can move in relation to them, and be aware of so doing. 15 Our 
awareness of how we stand kinetically with respect to these two kinds 
of phenomenon is, however, extrinsic to the sheer sensory experience 
of them, even though instinctive. For it is based upon a primitive ap¬ 
preciation of causality, and this on two levels. Note, first, that these two 
problem cases involve “physical phenomena” rather than “physical ob¬ 
jects” in the philosopher’s usual sense: they are not “bodies.” Still, we 
do attribute them to bodies: we can smell a flower, or feel the fire in 
the hearth. Such attributions of heat and smell to a “physical object 
require, however, the perception of such an object by a diffei'ent sense 
(as does taste, as we have seen). A blind person will not attribute the 
warmth he feels to the fire before him unless he is otherwise apprised 
of its functioning presence. Even we who can see the fire do not see its 
producing the heat, nor do we feel this: we just feel the heat, and sur¬ 
mise, or know, that this seen or felt physical object is responsible for it. 
Radiant heat is not a “quality” of a “physical object,” but a physical 
phenomenon in its own right, one that is related to a physical object 
only extrinsically, if at all: to its producer or emitter. So is a smell. If a 
particularly malodorous cheese is carried through the room, the smell 
remains. If we now attribute the smell to any physical object, it will be 
to the room: the room smells, we say. But really, of course, it is the air 
in the room that smells—hardly a paradigm case of a “physical object.” 
Hence, we speak of foul air, and the fragrance of the air. If I put a rose 
to my nose, I am coming into proximity with the source of the smell; 
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and even then, I appreciate the smell only by drawing the odour into 
my nostrils—that is, the air that has been sweetened by the immediate 
presence of the rose. Reference to bodies is thus derivative whenever 
we are dealing with physical “phenomena”—even with sound, where 
spatiality is present. For although locating a sound is typically locating 
the object that emits the sound, such a physical object bears but an ex¬ 
trinsic, causal relation to the sound itself. In Chapter 1 I cited Merleau- 
Ponty as claiming that we hear the solidity of the cobbles in the sound 
of a carriage that is passing over them. This is true if by it he means 
merely that we can heai - that a carriage is passing over cobbles; for this 
simply means that we know that this is happening on the basis of what 
we hear. The sound itself, however, carries no reference to solidity, or 
cobbles, or wheels. A wholly naive subject could hear the same sound 
sounding the same way and have no thought of cobbles at all. The sound 
contains no information about cobbles except to someone who already 
knows what kinds of sound various physical processes give rise to—a 
knowledge that necessarily relies on the functioning of some sense 
other than hearing. An auditory perception of a carriage is, as Reid 
would have said, an “acquired” perception. Indeed, it is not a priori that 
a sound has any physical object as its cause at all. Moses heard a voice 
coming from the burning bush, but he didn’t suppose that the bush was 
speaking; nor did he think that there was a larynx hidden among the 
flames. Again, “Where should this music be? T the air, or in the earth?” 
wonders Ferdinand in the Tempest. “Sitting on a bank, / Weeping again 
the king my father’s wreck, / This music crept by me upon the waters.” 
Smells and radiant heat, unlike sounds, posed a particular problem for 
the earlier appeal to spatiality when they were considered as physical 
phenomena in their own right, because, experientially, they are not 
spatially located. We are now in a position to see that they can never¬ 
theless be regarded as objects of perception because a second type of 
causal attribution is involved. Since, unlike hearing, these two senses 
effectively fail to present their phenomena as at any distance from us, 
we can only sense their presence to our sensing bodies; hut our bodies can 
sensibly move in relation to them. If I move out of the cheesy room, 
awareness of the smell gradually ceases. Such a coincidence of move¬ 
ment and change of experience would be of the kind that is intolerable 
in our cognitive lives were the smell not located back in the room. We 
do not smell (or see, or feel) the odour’s departure: we simply detect its 
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lesser intensity, and instinctively put it down to our relocation. And if I 
silently remove the bar fire that is warming you, you will not feel the 
warmth’s relocation, but only its diminishing—an experience that will 
be identical to what you will have if I simply turn the fire off. There is 
nothing analogous, for these two senses, to our hearing footsteps de¬ 
parting. Nevertheless, it is only thanks to the integration of self-move¬ 
ment with sensory fields that we are dealing with perception here at all. 
Once again, it is only thanks to self-movement that we have a distinc¬ 
tion between how sensorily things are with us and how, although they 
are themselves directly registered in sensation and veridically per¬ 
ceived, things are with the objects of perception. 

We are now in a position to understand more precisely what I earlier 
referred to as the at least “implicit” awareness that we have of ourselves 
as sensing subjects when we perceive. Since whenever there is a kinetic 
change in my perceptual experience it is always immediately taken to 
be either the movement of an object in my environment or merely the 
consequence of my relocating myself in relation to such an object, I 
must always have an at least implicit sense of my position vis-a-vis per¬ 
ceived objects. Only because of this can I have any appreciation of the 
possibility of my body being in motion in relation to a stationary ob¬ 
ject, so that the experiential changes consequent upon my movement 
are immediately taken to be merely “perspectival.” Whenever one per¬ 
ceives movement, it is perceived relative to oneself. All perception of 
movement is egocentric. Even when we perceive an object moving 
while at the same time we ourselves move, the former movement is 
perceived as being such that it would still be perceived if we were to be¬ 
come stationary. This is not to say that movement is perceived as mere 
relative displacement; it is not. Basic experiences of movement are ei¬ 
ther of something moving past us, or of ourselves moving past objects 
(though many experiences comprise both, of course). This basic dis¬ 
tinction is possible because the perceived movement of objects is rela¬ 
tive to an irrelative origin: ourselves. The experience of ourselves mov¬ 
ing or being at rest is an absolute phenomenological datum. If this were 
not so, no immediate, uncalculated action would be possible; and if no 
uncalculated action is possible, no action at all is possible. 16 

Such implicit “apperception” is also essentially present in the first 
basic perceptual phenomenon discussed earlier—phenomenal three- 
dimensionality—even though we may suppose that movement is ex- 
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eluded. For whenever I perceive an object at a distance, it is always per¬ 
ceived as at a distance from vie —and, moreover, in some direction: over 
there, up to the left, not too far away, towards the edge of my visual 
field. 17 Hence, my standing in the converse relation to it is phenomen¬ 
ologically embodied in my experience without the need for any explicit 
self-awareness. If the object is seen “up there,” that very experience sit¬ 
uates me “down here.” The closest that we come to “self’-conscious- 
ness as an essential aspect of perception is (usually implicit) conscious¬ 
ness of one’s own sensitive body in relation to the environment. 

So we have two phenomena that suffice for perceptual conscious¬ 
ness. Are they, however, wholly independent of each other? Although 
we have seen that an adequate account of perception cannot leave out 
the role of self-movement and make do with the simple fact of per¬ 
ceived spatiality, perhaps we can make the kinetic criterion do all the 
work. At the very least, if phenomenal spatiality can be shown to be it¬ 
self possible only thanks to the offices of self-movement, we shall have 
achieved a pleasingly more unified account of perception. A related is¬ 
sue also calls for our attention. For several philosophers have claimed 
that specifically active self-movement is a necessary endowment for any 
genuine perceiver: to perceive is to be an agent. Husserl, for example, 
believed that what he termed “the kinaestheses”—that is, modes of 
active self-movement, phenomenologically construed—are absolutely 
necessary for the “constitution” of physical objects; and Merleau- 
Ponty followed him in this. 18 In the “analytical” tradition, we find Stu¬ 
art Hampshire writing that “the line that we draw between ‘inner sen¬ 
sations’ and features of the external world depends upon this distinc¬ 
tion between the active subject , who is a body among bodies, and who 
from time to time changes his own point of view, and the common ob¬ 
ject observed from many points of view.” 19 A related claim is that active 
movement is necessary for phenomenally three-dimensional experi¬ 
ence. Are any of these claims true, however? 

One line of psychological research may be thought to show that ac¬ 
tive movement is at least necessary for phenomenally three-dimen¬ 
sional perceptual experience. 20 The research in question concerns the 
way in which our tactile sense, the classic “contact sense,” can become a 
distance sense. Paul Bach-y-rita and his associates have devised the 
TVSS —a television substitution system that receives information from 
the environment through a television camera and transforms it into 
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patterns of impulses that cause an array of solenoid vibrators in contact 
with the subject’s skin (usually.the back) to vibrate. Subjects, whether 
blind or merely blindfolded, quickly adapt to the device, being able ac¬ 
curately to detect and discriminate objects at a distance. 21 That these 
subjects have been given a novel distance sense is indicated not only by 
the fact that blindfolded sighted subjects attested to experiencing the 
“kinetic depth effect,” 22 but also, and most dramatically, by die reaction 
of one congenitally blind subject when the input from the TVSS was 
suddenly magnified so as to produce the same kind of output to the vi¬ 
brators as would be produced by an object hurtling towards the camera 
lens: “The startled subject raised his arms and threw his head backward 
to avoid the ‘approaching’ object. It is noteworthy that, although the 
stimulus array was, at the time, on the subject’s back, he moved back- 
wai‘d and raised his arms in front to avoid the object, which was subjec¬ 
tively located in the three-dimensional space before him.” 23 What is of 
relevance to us in this research is the crucial role that is attributed to 
active self-movement in the transformation of mere bodily sensation 
into perceptual, indeed phenomenally spatial, experience. One of the 
reports contains the following significant passage: “The results thus far 
point to the great importance of self-generated motions on the part of 
the observer . . . With fixed camera, [subjects] report experiences in 
terms of feelings on their backs, but when they move the camera over 
the displays, they give reports in terms of externally localized objects 
in front of them . . . [T]his finding raises the interesting possibility 
that external localization of percepts may depend critically upon such 
movements.” 24 Bach-y-rita himself goes so far as to say that “a transla¬ 
tion of the input that is precisely correlated with self-generated move¬ 
ment is the necessaiy and sufficient condition for the experienced phe¬ 
nomenon to be attributed to a stable outside world. Conversely, in the 
absence of such a correspondence, the origin is perceived as being 
within the observer.” 25 I can, however, find nothing in Bach-y-rita’s 
experimental findings that warrants such a claim—as opposed to the 
claim merely that some self-movement is required. The earlier quota¬ 
tion, after all, only contrasts active self-movement with being static; 
but these are not the only alternatives, of course. I see no grounds in 
the research for supposing that the switch from sensation to perception 
could not be facilitated by the subjects being passively moved while 
hooked up to the TVSS , so long as such movement registered with 
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them. In fact, even if this were shown not to happen, it would be a huge 
leap to claim that it is wholly impossible that passive movement should 
have such a facilitating effect on any possible subject. 

Such a response to Bach-y-rita’s claim will make sense, however, 
only if passive movement can be registered by the subject. But indeed it 
can. In fact, there are two ways in which information concerning our 
passive movement through the environment is made available to us. 
First, there are the deliverances of the vestibular and somatosensory 
systems. May not the operation of these allow even a wholly paralyzed 
subject an awareness of his or her own movement? To be sure, the ves¬ 
tibular system detects only accelerations, and our musculature and 
joints give us information only about the movement and position of 
our limbs; neither, therefore, provides any information about a con¬ 
stant translation of our whole inert body through an environment. 
Nevertheless, all we require is that a kinetic structuring of a sense-field 
be apparent to the subject at all in a given sense. If someone picks up 
your hand and moves it passively over a surface, you feel the kind of 
passage across a sense-field that is wholly absent from the domain of 
mere sensation. 

Secondly, J. J. Gibson has argued at length that there is sufficient 
information in the “optical flow” present to the eye when we move 
through a scene to specify both the three-dimensional layout of our en¬ 
vironment and our movement through it. Now, although Gibson him¬ 
self has tended to stress the active involvement of the perceiver in ex¬ 
tracting from this flow the “higher-order invariants” that specify the 
layout of the environment and the subject’s relation to it, there are fea¬ 
tures of the optic flow itself that provide information about whether 
the subject is in motion, irrespective of whether or hot such movement 
is actively brought about by the subject. 26 The availability of such in¬ 
formation in the optical flow leads Gibson, indeed, to speak of “visual 
proprioception” and “visual kinesthesis.” 27 For example, only when the 
observer moves or is moved is there a change in texture gradients- 
across the whole visual field, whereas when an object moves towards or 
away from us, there is but a local textural change. Of course, the mere 
fact that certain aspects of the optic array contain unambiguous infor¬ 
mation about the observer’s movement through the environment is not 
of itself of perceptual significance; we need evidence that we can and do 
ext 7 ‘act such information. 28 That such is the case is, however, beyond 
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question. One indication of how powerful such purely visual informa¬ 
tion can be is the phenomenon of “visually induced self-motion” (or 
“vection” as it is also sometimes called). A vivid sense of both trans¬ 
lational and rotatory movement by oneself can be induced in this 
way—the optical flow at the periphery of the visual field being a partic¬ 
ularly powerful stimulus to this effect. An everyday example of this is 
being under the impression that one’s own train is moving off from the 
platform when what we actually see is the adjoining train moving off. 
Here visually detected movement wholly overrides the vestibular in¬ 
formation that we are stationary. 29 So perhaps a wholly paralyzed 
subject’s visual experience could suffice to give him a sense of self¬ 
movement. Despite the obvious evolutionary importance of a crea¬ 
ture’s being active in its environment, I therefore believe that it would 
be unwarranted to insist that specifically active movement is an abso¬ 
lute prerequisite for either of our two basic perceptual phenomena. I 
should stress that I am here exploring a mere metaphysical possibility. 
It is, to be sure, difficult to credit the existence of a naturally occurring, 
purely visual paralytic. Brian O’Shaughnessy speaks of the possibility I 
am envisaging as “a colossal departure from the animal condition as we 
know it.” 30 1 should not dissent from that. 

If, therefore, our two basic perceptual phenomena are to be unified 
in the way imagined, we must ask if a sense of self-movement as such, 
whether active or not, is necessary for any phenomenally spatial aware¬ 
ness. Now, I believe that a good case can be made for this with respect 
to the sense of touch, at least as this sense is usually construed. 31 I shall 
shortly be suggesting that die experiences of a constitutionally inactive 
subject that were the result of objects touching or striking his body 
would not be phenomenologically perceptual in character. I shall sug¬ 
gest that it is solely the integration of touch with movement giving 
rise to active touch, or “haptic” perception—that furnishes us, within 
the “tactile” domain, widi perceptual consciousness at all, and, there¬ 
fore, with any phenomenally spatial experience possessed by this sense. 
What, however, of sight and hearing? Can it really be stated with con¬ 
fidence that the idea of a wholly inert subject, but one who has visual or 
auditory perceptual experiences as of objects at various distances from 
him in three-dimensional space, is a metaphysical impossibility? I can¬ 
not, myself, see how this could be demonstrated. 32 It is certainly pos¬ 
sible for us to be completely paralyzed as far as active, consciously reg- 
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istered movement is concerned, and continue to perceive the world 
visually. One such temporarily paralyzed subject reports as follows: “I 
tried to move my eyes as hard as I possibly could and nothing hap¬ 
pened, the world was just there .” 33 Moreover, in the Gibsonian phenome¬ 
non of “vection,” where self-movement is experienced, it is not as if 
the visual world is perceived three-dimensionally because of such self¬ 
movement. Here, it is the three-dimensional, and hence perceptual, 
visual field that is primary—as the alternative phrase for this phenome¬ 
non, “visually induced self-motion,” indicates. So it looks as if self¬ 
movement, whether active or not, must indeed be relegated, when con¬ 
sidered as a wholly independent, autonomous source of perceptual 
consciousness, to the task of accounting for those few kinds perceptual 
experience that are not phenomenally three-dimensional in charac¬ 
ter—at least as far as any essential contribution to an analysis of percep¬ 
tual consciousness is concerned-. (I take it that it hardly needs saying 
that both fundamental phenomena work in concert in most perceptual 
experiences.) 

SO WE HAVE two distinct phenomena that suffice for perceptual con¬ 
sciousness. Could there be more? I claimed in the previous chapter that 
the intrinsic sensory character of different sense-modalities cannot by 
itself introduce a distinction between sensation and perception: any 
type of sensation can occur either perceptually or non-perceptually. 
One could, however, have doubts about this. That the case against the 
supposed necessary intentionality of visual, auditory, olfactory, and 
gustatory sensation is secure, I believe there can be little doubt. But 
what about tactile sensations? It has, after all, been common for philos¬ 
ophers and psychologists to hold that it is the sense of touch that origi¬ 
nally establishes perceptual contact with the world. Perhaps the most 
striking instance of this is Condillac’s fable about the statue, upon 
which one sense after another is bestowed. It is, according to Con¬ 
dillac, only with the gift of touch that an “external world” is opened up 
for the statue. 34 So is not intentionality essentially embodied in the in¬ 
trinsic character of tactile sensations? By appeal to such phenomena as 
the “inner light-show” it is easy to discount such a suggestion for vi¬ 
sion, but is there anything analogous for touch? In particular, is it not 
touch that essentially gives us an appreciation of solidity? And does not 
such an appreciation suffice for perceptual consciousness? 
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The answer to this last question must surely be affirmative; but do 
touch sensations necessarily embody an awareness of solidity? In ad¬ 
dressing this question, we need to make sure that we are considering 
touch sensations independently of the two pheno??iena already recognized. So 
what we need to ask is whether such sensations could furnish an aware¬ 
ness of solidity in an experience that was not phenomenally three-di¬ 
mensional, and in the complete absence of possible movement by the 
subject. In an attempt to find an analogy to the inner light-show for 
touch we should not, therefore, think of our experiences of handling 
objects and ask if a subject could have such tactile experience and yet be 
unaware of a solid object, since the dimension of movement (and three- 
dimensionality) is clearly present in such cases. Nor should we think of 
the experience of holding a stick in our hand and feeling its mass ex¬ 
tending away from us, since three-dimensionality would then be pres¬ 
ent. We need, in short, to focus on the simple experience of either the 
contact or impact of things on our bodies. What I suggest is that when 
we do this, we shall indeed find something analogous to the inner light- 
show, and hence see that no mere tactile sensations are any more in¬ 
trinsically intentional than visual sensations. 

Try and conceive of a wholly immobile subject, one who possesses 
no sense of movement, not even of passive movement, but who yet en¬ 
joys tactile sensations. Such a subject would not, I suggest, simply in 
virtue of having tactile sensations resulting from something touching 
its skin, have any appreciation of solidity at all. For such a subject 
would not be, as we say, “feeling” an object: he would not be palpating 
or holding or even actively pressing against anything. Tactile sensa¬ 
tions for such a subject would be merely that: tactile sensations , giving 
no awareness of coherent, solid, physical objects. 35 I believe that the 
only remotely plausible way to develop the present suggestion is to 
claim that what would give our subject an appreciation of solid, and 
hence “external,” objects would be an impact by an object on the sub¬ 
ject’s body. Not even this would suffice, however. For we cannot sup¬ 
pose that the experience of impact by a paralyzed though sensitive sub¬ 
ject would be just as it is with us in such a situation. For we can move, 
our muscles are in working order, and we react to such impacts, since 
they are adventitious impacts or checks on the habitual control we have 
over our bodies. Our bodies move under such pressures, and we feel 
them doing so. I cannot see, in the absence of such a mobile setting, 
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that any tactile sensation would constitute an awareness of a solid ob¬ 
ject impacting from outside—any more than does, say, the onset of a 
heart attack or any other sudden commotion in the body. That we 
know that in the imagined case the impact is on the subject’s body from 
outside is neither here nor there. For the subject , without any sense of 
possible motor control, there is as yet no sense of inner or outer. Such a 
subject would only be the locus of sensations, some starting up sud¬ 
denly: a veritable rudis indigestaque moles. 

Another suggestion for a sufficient condition for perceptual con¬ 
sciousness arises, by contrast, precisely from reflection on the impor¬ 
tance of movement for perception. For it may be suggested that the 
reason this is of such importance is simply because it involves an inter¬ 
play between passivity and activity. Perhaps all we require for percep¬ 
tual consciousness is an appreciation that some changes are brought 
about by the subject, whereas others are due to the environment; and 
perhaps the former activity does not have to take the form of moving 
one’s body. There is, after all, such a thing as mental activity—doing 
mental arithmetic, for instance. Why do we need specifically to bring 
in a body in order to make out a distinction between sensory change 
that is and sensory change that is not brought about by us? We need, 
obviously, to consider a non-corporeal form of agency that is quite dif¬ 
ferent from doing mental arithmetic; but is not such conceivable? Can 
we not, in particular, coherently entertain the possibility of a being who 
can directly bring about changes in the layout of a sensory manifold, 
and appreciate just when it is doing this? 

Such active power, even over a sensory field, would, however, be in¬ 
adequate for perceptual experience. This is because, if we can genu¬ 
inely conceive of a such a being, we can conceive of ourselves as analo¬ 
gously having control over our bodily sensations: I have a sensation of 
pins and needles in my right index finger, which I move across my palm 
and up into my little finger. Or, to give an example in relation to non- 
bodily but yet non-perceptual sensation: I change the shape and loca¬ 
tion of a phosphene in my closed-eye visual field. It is clear, I take 
it, that we should not have perceptual experience in these situations; 
we should simply have an uncanny control over our sensations. They 
would remain sensations, despite the fact that sometimes changes in 
them were a result of our activity, and were known to be, and some¬ 
times not. The interaction of agency and passivity as such is not of per- 
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ceptual significance. What is missing is exactly what is present in our 
second basic perceptual phenomenon: that agency, when it is exercised, 
is exercised in moving a sense organ in relation to a perceived object. 
Bodily sensations, even if they could be moved about, would be moved 
about within the phenomenal body; they would not be displayed before 
us in the “external world.” Since the previous kinds of sensation are not 
experienced as being independent of us, there are no varying perspec¬ 
tives to be had on them, no varying approaches that we can make to 
them by actively moving our sense-organs in relation to them. Being 
perspectival, as far as we have seen so far, is the fundamental factor that 
serves to differentiate perception from sensation. 

Although neither touch sensations nor die acdve / passive distinc¬ 
tion suffices for perceptual consciousness, when the two are taken to¬ 
gether we do find something that suffices—somediing, moreover, that 
is sufficiendy distinctive to count as a third fundamental perceptual 
phenomenon in its own right. Although no mere impact on a sensitive 
surface as such will give rise to perceptual consciousness, we certainly 
feel objects impacting on us from without. This fact needs to be recog¬ 
nized in any adequate perceptual theory. I shall name the phenomenon 
diat is central here by the term that is at the heart of Fichte’s treatment 
of the “external world,” or the “not-self’: the Anstoss. This phenome¬ 
non is that of a check or impediment to our active movement: an experi¬ 
enced obstacle to our animal striving, as when we push or pull against 
things. 36 I am, I should say, appropriating Fichte’s term for my own 
purposes, since in Fichte’s own philosophy the Anstoss is a check to the 
infinite self-positing that is our fundamental intellectual act; whereas I 
am concerned with a check to bodily movement. I nevertheless employ 
his term since much of what he says rings true even of the humble ani¬ 
mal phenomenon with which we are concerned, 37 and because hardly 
anyone before Fichte had said anything that comes even close to recog¬ 
nizing the phenomenological irreducibility of agency at all. 38 It was not 
until shordy after Fichte’s work, in the early nineteenth century, that 
the distinctively active dimension to bodily movement started properly 
to be appreciated—by such figures as J. J. Engel and, more famously, 
Maine de Biran (though de Biran, too, restricts the phenomenon to the 
exercise of distinctively human freedom). 39 The subsequent swift incor¬ 
poration of the Anstoss , or at least of the deliverances of the “muscular 
sense,” into perceptual theory is one of the most notable developments 
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in the Philosophy of Perception during this period. It was soon widely 
claimed that this phenomenon is what originally gives us any perceptual 
appreciation at all of physical bodies “without the mind,” with the most 
penetrating discussion of this topic I know coming from Dilthey, at the 
end of the nineteenth century. 40 

The Anstoss must be distinguished from two related phenomena. 
The first is the experience of active movement of a part of the body 
ceasing at a certain point—perhaps inexplicably. This, by itself, is of no 
perceptual significance. But neither is this second phenomenon: the ex¬ 
perience of an inner limit to one’s bodily agency. You experience such a 
limit when, for example, you separate the index and middle fingers of 
one hand as far as possible. Here, you engage in a certain active move¬ 
ment, and at a certain point can proceed no further. Neither of these con¬ 
stitutes what the Anstoss affords: your sensibly encountering an alien 
force. They will not achieve this even if they are supplemented with the 
coincidental occurrence of a so-called pressure sensation at a suitable 
point on the arrested bodily part. What is required for the Anstoss 
is that the subject push against the foreign body, however minimally. 
Or, rather, bearing in mind that we are at present engaged in a phe¬ 
nomenological enquiry, that the subject have a sense of so doing. 

Although the Anstoss involves self-movement, the type of self-move¬ 
ment that is here in question is significantly different from that which 
went to constitute our second fundamental phenomenon. For one 
thing, it is immaterial for the latter whether the self-movement that is 
involved is passive or active; whereas here activity on the part of the 
subject is vital. Moreover, what is of moment in the Anstoss is not the 
movement of a sense-organ across or “into” a sensory manifold giving 
rise to changing perspectives. In order clearly to bring out the way in 
which the present phenomenon is genuinely distinct from the earlier 
form of self-movement, it will be useful to imagine a creature whose 
limbs are movable only in one direction; for if a variety of movement is 
allowed, we shall have introduced haptic perception because of the pos¬ 
sibility of moving a limb aavss the surface of an object, and the case will 
be subsumable under the earlier account. So, rather than a “limb,” we 
should perhaps think of a “spine” that can be extended outwards in 
only one direction from the creature’s body. The only sensory function 
of such a spine is to register a collision with an alien body. In order to 
consider this third phenomenon in its purity, this will have to be the 
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sole possibility of active bodily movement for the creature. Moreover, 
the creature should also be thought of as being bereft of any sense of 
passive movement, for otherwise the creature might be able to feel the 
end of its spine being dragged across the surface of an object, giving it 
different perspectives on the object, and the case would again not be 
genuinely independent of our second basic phenomenon. All this being 
stipulated, however, it looks as though we have found an irreducible 
and fundamental third perceptual phenomenon. 

Could it not be, however, that the Anstoss is subsumable not under 
the second, but under the first, of our two basic phenomena? For when 
we consciously collide with an object, we do so in three-dimensional 
space, and take ourselves so to do. So are we not simply dealing here 
with phenomenally three-dimensional awareness? Though this is in a 
sense true, we can see the problem with this suggestion when we recall 
the earlier attempt to reduce the first to the second of our fundamental 
phenomena. I there suggested that such a reduction is plausible for the 
sense of touch. Touch, I suggested, is spatial only when it is active, or 
“haptic.” What we call “pressure sensations” do not, of themselves, 
vouchsafe spatial, and hence perceptual, awareness. No sensations, 
qualitatively specified, of themselves constitute perception. In fact, it is 
precisely the Anstoss itself that introduces three-dimensional spatiality 
at all into haptic perception. It is only the experience of a collision, or 
at least a resistance, as the result of active bodily striving that opens up 
genuine spatiality for touch. Sheer movement of limbs, as in the flailing 
movements of babies, in the total absence of any contact made with ex¬ 
ternal objects—even if it be only other parts of the subject’s body 
would embody no perceptual awareness. Although they no doubt in 
some sense embody “three-dimensionality,” such movements would 
not be in a space that is perceptual —any more than were the four non- 
planar bodily sensations considered at the beginning of this chapter. 
Moreover, perceptual three-dimensionality does not emerge simply in 
virtue of bodily movement being attended by “pressure” sensations. 
Imagine that our subject, in flailing its limbs in empty space—in a sen¬ 
sory vacuum, we might say—experiences a pressure-sensation at what 
is in fact the surface of a limb while the movement is yet unintemipted. 
This would give the subject no sense of encountering a foreign body. It 
is resistance that is crucial. “We first discern a pressure-sensation in the 
impression of resistance,” writes Dilthey. 41 Only here, where “pres- 
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sure-sensations” accompany a felt resistance, do we have tnie pressure- 
sensations. Take such felt resistance away from haptic experience, and 
it would not be spatial at all in our sense: it would not operate in a phe¬ 
nomenal space in which things can be encountered. Dynamically en¬ 
countering a resistant body at one and the same time establishes a space 
in which both any foreign body and our own active body are first located 
(though the “foreign” body may be another part of our own physical 
body). 

Over recent years both Brian O’Shaughnessy and Michael Martin 
have made related and valuable contributions to the subject of tac¬ 
tile perception, bringing out the way in which this sense differs sig¬ 
nificantly from all the other senses. One aspect of their approach is an 
emphasis on the obvious, but insufficiently appreciated, fact that we 
perceive things tactually through the medium of our bodies. “In touch 
a body investigates bodies as one body amongst others, for in touch we 
directly appeal to the tactile properties of our own bodies in investigat¬ 
ing the self-same tactile properties of other bodies. Whereas we do not 
smell or hear or see through smelling or hearing or seeing ourselves, 
the space and solidity of our bodies provides the access to the space and 
solidity of other bodies,” writes O’Shaughnessy. 42 “The model of touch 
here is that of the body as template . .. One measures the properties of 
objects in the world around one against one’s body. So in having an 
awareness of one’s body, one has a sense of touch,” writes Martin. 43 The 
picture that their writings tend to suggest, however, is that we fh'st have 
an appreciation of our bodies as spatially located and articulated things, 
in relation to which we can then feel foreign bodies. Now, everything 
they say is true of mature tactile perception, but they skate over the is¬ 
sue of, to use Husserlian terminology, the original “constitution” of 
one’s own body itself. What we call “bodily” sensations are, claims 
O Shaughnessy, “from the start necessarily putatively of body parts”; 44 
and Martin writes that “one’s sensations . . . feel to be within one’s 
body. This is not some special quality each one has which it might lack, 
for then we could imagine the case of a bodily sensation which felt to 
be completely external to the body. Contrary to that, every sensation 
which feels to be located feels to be located within the body.” 45 Well, 
my sensations certainly feel to be in my body. But a new-born baby’s? 
Or those of a sightless creature that has never touched anything, even 
itself? Would such a being have any sense at all of its body—of its body 
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as “an object in a space extending beyond it,” as Martin says? For it is 
not as if the only alternative to feeling a sensation in one’s body is feel¬ 
ing it to be outside the body. Another alternative, as Condillac brought 
out vividly in his tale about the statue, is that such a distinction between 
inner and outer gets no purchase: a wholly pre-objective state of sen¬ 
tience in which, we are tempted to say, you just are your sensations. Or, 
as T. H. Huxley, who has a remarkably good discussion of this whole is¬ 
sue, says of such a subject, “His feelings would be his universe, and his 
tactile sensations his ‘ moenia mundi .’’ ,46 

In O’Shaughnessy’s account of these matters, what we are in effect 
offered is a dual component account of our relation to our own bodies: 
“The truth is, that certain sensations, say, in muscles and joints, play a 
causal role in determining an immediate awareness of the limb that is not 
an awareness of those sensations. The so-called ‘postural and kinaes- 
thetic’ sensations are the causes and not the objects of an immediate though 
fallible awareness of the limb.” 4/ Now, such a theory certainly has con¬ 
siderably more plausibility as an account of our relation to our bodies 
than it had as a theory of perception; but I do not believe it will do even 
here. The problem arises from the role that is given to mere sensations. 
Their role is as unintelligible here as it was in the dual component ac¬ 
count of perception: more natural magic, in effect. Since such sensa¬ 
tions can occur without giving the subject any awareness of its body, 
their ability to provide such awareness remains wholly unilluminated. 
Simply bringing in a causal relation explains nothing. The general 
point remains firm: sensations, however causally configured, of them¬ 
selves give us notice only of themselves. It is not sensation that origi 
nally provides awareness of our bodies, but our activity, , and specifically 
the Anstoss. O’Shaughnessy does, indeed, say that “bodily” sensations 
are necessarily projected on to the body-image, and that the existence 
of such a body-image has preconditions. In particular, the body-image 
is constituted out of practical knowledge: it is only when we move our 
bodies that there arises any phenomenal articulation of the kind that is 
necessary for anything that deserves to be called a body- image. What I 
am suggesting is that mere movement, even active movement, is not 
enough. Not that O’Shaughnessy himself thinks that it is enough, he 
rejects the idea that “body-sense” is neatly prior to tactile-sense as 
the “picture” I have been discussing would have it. Tactile-sense, he 
says, is “conditionally presupposed” by body-sense. What I am sug- 
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gesting is that the presupposition is more than conditional, and that the 
crucial presupposition is the Anstoss. If, with eyes closed, you move 
your arm to and fro in empty' space, you will no doubt feel the whole 
extent of your arm, with a hand at its end, describing a path in space. 
This, however, is an acquired perception (if “perception” is the right 
word). A sightless being, whose first action this was, would surely have 
no such knowledge. Here experience would be, if I may so put it, of 
sheer “kinesis” in a void, not movement in a space that is appreciated as 
a realm potentially holding alien entities. There would be no sense, 
here, of any bodily limits beyond which things might be located. Such a 
limit, and hence a phenomenal body itself, and hence a tactile distinc¬ 
tion between inner and outer, and hence a genuine felt space in which 
we are located along with possible other things, emerges only when 
contact is made with something. Such contact, involving the Anstoss, is 
our sole mode of access in this modality to spatially located objects. 
The Anstoss simultaneously reveals both an outer object and our own 
body by establishing a space in which both are located, and, thereby, 
confers spatial meaning on what would otherwise be meaningless kine¬ 
sis. The story told by Martin and O’Shaughnessy is true to everyday 
tactile perception, but the Anstoss is its precondition. 

So, to return to the central point at issue, the Anstoss cannot be re¬ 
duced to our first perceptual phenomenon of three-dimensionality, 
since, in the haptic domain, which is alone relevant, it is itself the pre¬ 
condition of such three-dimensionality. Take away the Anstoss from the 
tactile domain, and we shall be left, as far as any genuinely perceptual 
consciousness is concerned, with a tactile analogue of the visual per¬ 
ceptions of cataract patients: we should be left with only a sense of 
something foreign moving over our skin. All we should have left, there¬ 
fore, would be our second basic phenomenon. Since we have already 
seen that the Anstoss cannot be reduced to this latter phenomenon, and 
since I can think of no other remotely plausible candidate phenomenon 
that would suffice for perceptual consciousness, I conclude that a per¬ 
ceptual theory should recognize precisely three equiprimordial sources 
of perceptual consciousness. 


WE ARE NOW in a position to address in a concrete way the issue that 
was raised at the beginning of this chapter: the non-sensuous and yet 
non-conceptual dimension to perceptual consciousness. If our three 
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phenomena are indeed the only fundamental forms that perceptual 
consciousness can take, we should be able to discern such a dimension 
in each case. And indeed we can. 

Consider, first, the difference between the three-dimensionality of 
the typical visual field and the merely two-dimensional array of visual 
sensation as it is found in the inner light-show. This difference is not a 
matter of more, or of new kinds of, visual sensations being present in 
the former. No such alteration in mere sensation could give rise to a 
change in the phenomenal dimensionality of experience. The distinction 
here is “sensory” in the sense that it is a simple function of the senses, 
and is experientially manifest to us; and yet it is not sensuous, not a 
matter of the “quality” of visual sensation. Something similar is found 
in the kinetic structuring of sensation that we find in our second basic 
perceptual phenomenon. The distinction between the drifting of lights 
across the visual field in the inner light-show and the phenomenally 
distinct occurrence dvat features the movement that we introduce into 
the open-eye visual field when our eye or head moves is not a matter of 
sensation. A non-sensuous dimension to sensory experience is even 
more obvious, however, with the A?istoss, for here an object is presented 
to consciousness otheiivise than by sensation . Here an object is manifest 
to us in the sheer check to our active movement a check that is not 
embodied in sensation. For not only can such a check not be reduced to 
sensation—something that is equally true of the other two basic per¬ 
ceptual phenomena—sensation is, or may be, entirely absent in its cus¬ 
tomary role of being a subjective registration of the presence of an ob¬ 
ject to our senses. When we press against a solid object, we do, indeed, 
usually feel “pressure sensations” in our body at the point of contact; 
and here sensation is playing its usual role in perception. Such sensa¬ 
tions are not, however, necessary for the experience of the Anstoss. We 
can feel such a check to our agency even if the relevant body-part is an¬ 
aesthetized, or if we use some implement to feel the object’s renitent 
bulk. In both of these cases, certain sensations will indeed be present: 
in the first, there will, at least usually, be muscular sensations, 49 and in 
the second, there will (normally) be pressure sensations where we are 
holding the implement. Such sensations, however, do not occur where 
we feel the obstacle to our action. In the first case, the obstacle is cer¬ 
tainly not felt as being in our muscles, but as resisting our anaesthetized 
bodily extremity; and in the second, the resistance is felt at the other 
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end of the implement we are using . 50 Here, sensations are not playing 
their usual role of themselves presenting the object that is perceived, 
but have a more ancillary function. It is not these sensations that, ac¬ 
cording to Hume and Prichard, we mistake for physical objects. No 
sensation, in these cases, is a candidate for any such role. This is hardly 
surprising, since we are here dealing with a quite unique mode of per¬ 
ception: one where the passive givenness that is characteristic of all 
perception is manifest exclusively in the dynamics of agency, which is 
itself phenomenologically basic. Maine de Biran, citing Hans Berhardt 
Merian, one of the very few writers before his time to appreciate this 
latter fact, wrote that “the will cannot be encompassed in any passive suc¬ 
cession,” for such a thing would have “nothing active ” about it, whereas 
we know that “the will is an essentially actional [agissante] force .” 51 
It has taken philosophers and psychologists a long time to recognize 
this fact. Even when, after the beginning of the nineteenth century, 
the need to give a distinctive account of the role of animal agency 
in “touch” was fully recognized, the sense of agency was repeatedly 
confounded with experiencing sensations. The commonest phrase 
throughout the nineteenth century for the sense of agency was “muscle 
(or muscular) sense”—as if the appreciation of our activity could be re¬ 
duced to an awareness of sensations in our muscles . 52 Even the later 
talk of innervation-feelings,” though it recognized the need to repre¬ 


sent agency as that which is itself responsible for the contraction of mus¬ 
cles, and hence for muscular sensations, still failed to do justice to 
agency by representing our appreciation of activity as a matter of “feel¬ 
ing. But there is no way of constructing a sense of agency out of any 
set of sensations, since any such hypothesized sensations could be pas¬ 
sively experienced. In and of itself, sensation is passive in its very es¬ 
sence . 53 So the Anstoss , which is specifiable only in relation to such 
agency, similarly transcends the level of sensation . 54 Indeed, so differ¬ 
ent is the Anstoss from all other forms of perception, that we may well 
hesitate to term it “sense-perception” at all. Here it is our activity, 
rather than our senses, that reveals something foreign to us. And be¬ 
cause of the unique way in which an object is manifested to us, what is 
manifested has a unique character too. It is manifest to us simply as a 
force: a force that resists the counter-force of our animal striving . 55 No 
qualities” of the object are perceived by this unique form of percep¬ 
tion, except incidentally. What we register is the bare presence of an 
alien something checking our movement . 56 
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Although we have found a non-sensuous and yet pre-conceptual di¬ 
mension to each of our three fundamental perceptual phenomena, we 
need to consider carefully the significance of this fact. For although it 
should by now be clear that it is necessary, in order for a sensory mo¬ 
dality to be perceptual, that it feature such a non-sensuous dimension, 
it would be rash to infer that it is sufficient. Indeed, not only would it 
be rash, it would undermine the three foundations for a perceptual the¬ 
ory that I have attempted to lay in this chapter. This is because, once 
we are alert to their existence, many cases of sensory awareness with 
such non-sensuous aspects can be discovered, and some of them seem 
not to derive from any of our three basic perceptual phenomena. Let us 
briefly consider a small selection from the variety of such cases that can 
be discovered. 

There is, to begin with, the phenomenon of perceptual organization 
of which the Gestalt school rightly made so much, and of which the 
well-known “Gestalt pictures” are but a special case. Such organiza¬ 
tional” changes are hardly a matter of a change in perceptual sensation. 
What psychologists call the psi-pheno??ienon is another clear demonstra¬ 
tion of a non-sensory dimension to perceptual awareness. If a bar is 
flashed on a screen, and shordy afterwards an identical bar is also 
flashed on the screen a short distance away from the first, there are a 
number of perceptual possibilities* depending on the time interval be¬ 
tween the flashes. With a relatively long interval, you simply see what is 
on the screen: one bar appears, disappears, and then another bar ap 
pears. With a very short interval, you seem to see only one bar moving 
from one position to the other. At a range of intervals between these 
two extremes, however, something quite different is experienced, one 
gets a sense of a single bar shifting position but without describing a 
continuous spatial path. The bar “goes from one position to ano 
without visibly moving . This is the psi-phenomenon. (One sometimes 
perceives this effect in the switching lights of neon advertisements, o 
can also get an idea of the effect by holding up a finger and looking at it 
while alternately opening and closing each eye as rapidly as possible.) It 
is easy to come up with a description of a course of visual sensation that 
would be adequate to our experience in the first two cases, but not in 
this third one. Again, consider the way in which certain two-dimen¬ 
sional line drawings can, as it is often put, look three-dimensional 
or, as I shall put it, quasi-three-dimensional. 57 Particularly instructive in 
this connection are figures that imperfectly sustain such quasi-three- 
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dimensionality. Such figures often at first appear merely as flat line- 
drawings, but then an impression of quasi-depth suddenly emerges . 58 
Such phenomena of quasi-three-dimensionality are no more a matter 
of facts concerning mere visual sensation than are those of the genuine 
three-dimensionality of typical visual perception. Finally, it is also pos¬ 
sible to find cases where, as in the Anstoss, something is presented to 
sensory consciousness that is not registered in sensation at all: cases 
of “amodal perception” as it is now commonly termed . S9 Particularly 
striking are the diagrams due to Gaetano Kanisza that feature amodal, 
or “subjective,” contours . 60 When you look at these diagrams, you 
immediately perceive a shape, such as a white triangle standing out 
against a white background, even though there is no real difference on 
the page between the figure and the background—no objective con¬ 
tour—as far as most of the figure is concerned. Moreover, there is not 
even any difference in sensation corresponding to the perceived differ¬ 
ence between figure and ground. 

All of these varied examples are, of course, instances of perceptual 
consciousness because the objects in question are perceived by sight, 
which is phenomenally three-dimensional in character. The question 
is whether the non-sensuous features that they all exhibit would, by 
themselves, suffice for perceptual consciousness; and if so, whether 
they can all be traced back to one or other of our three basic sources of 
perceptual consciousness. Now, given that none of the examples con¬ 
cerns the tactile sense, they cannot be derived from the Anstoss. Also, 
since none of them necessarily involves self-movement, they cannot be 
educed from our second basic phenomenon. It would not be implausi¬ 
ble, however, to claim that at least some of them can be educed from 
phenomenal three-dimensionality. Quasi-three-dimensionality would 
be a prime candidate for such treatment. What we need to do, in order 
to test this suggestion, is to ask if any of these non-sensuous phenom¬ 
ena are possible in the absence of visual three-dimensionality—pos¬ 
sible, for example, in an experience that would be analogous to the 
closed-eye visual field. As I have just suggested, this is perhaps not 
possible for quasi-three-dimensional objects. It seems likely that such 
things are possible objects of experience only for subjects capable of 
genuine three-dimensional perception. Other examples, however, are 
not so plausibly explained away. To take the most extreme case, con¬ 
sider the “subjective contours” that were the final examples in our list. 
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Is it at all clear that it would be impossible for Kanisza’s figures to ap¬ 
pear in a merely two-dimensional, static visual field? But if this is not 
impossible, we may seem to have a serious problem, since surely the 
“amodal”—that is, non-sensory—presence to consciousness of an ob¬ 
ject is not possible at the level of mere sensation. What clearer way 
could there be, it may be said, of distinguishing between sensation and 
perception than having perception without sensation? 

One might attempt to get round this difficulty by suggesting that the 
“amodal” objects in Kanisza’s drawings are not in fact truly amodal. 
Most subjects see the “subjective objects” as differing ever so slightly in 
brightness (or darkness) from their backgrounds. So although the con¬ 
tours would indeed be “subjective,” they would not be amodal. What 
the relevant parts of the diagrams would achieve, on this interpreta¬ 
tion, would be the induction of a lightness boundary in visual sen¬ 
sation. One ground for doubt concerning this interpretation is that 
the difference in perceived brightness, when there is one, is minute, 
whereas the presence of the subjective figures is quite manifest. An¬ 
other is that there are certain figures where, according to most subjects, 
Kanisza-type contours are seen without any apparent difference in 
lightness . 61 On the other hand, it has been suggested that quasi-three- 
dimensional cues are operative in perceiving such figures, one indica¬ 
tion of this being that certain geometrical illusions, of the sort com¬ 
monly explained by reference to such cues, are sustained by such “illu¬ 
sory contours .” 62 It is far from clear, however, that this warrants the 
claim that experiences of such illusory contours are wholly impossible 
in the closed-eye visual field. And it is even less clear that certain “orga¬ 
nizational” factors, such as grouping, must be absent from such a field. 
Another of our examples is equally difficult to dismiss: the psi-phe- 
nomenon. I am not clear how it could be demonstrated that this would 
be wholly impossible in something analogous to the closed-eye visual 
field. 

If these doubts are unsupportable, and all of my examples (and oth¬ 
ers that could have been mentioned) are possible only in a field of vi¬ 
sion that is phenomenally three-dimensional, then there is, of course, 
no problem for the tripartite account that has been developed in this 
chapter. But there is equally no problem if this is not the case. For 
surely what we are imagining when we imagine any of these phenom¬ 
ena occurring in something like the closed-eye visual field is imagining 
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them featuring at a non-perceptual level of mere sensation. If you close 
your eyes, it is not that difficult to imagine a couple of phosphenes giv¬ 
ing rise to the psi-phenomenon. But would that render the visual expe¬ 
rience perceptual in phenomenological character? Surely not. What 
this means is that we should reject the initially plausible assumption 
that possession by a sensory state of a non-sensuous dimension suffices 
for perceptual consciousness. There is, moreover, a solid reason for 
such a rejection. For what all these cases signally fail to embody is any 
sense of independency or “over-againstness,” which is essential to per¬ 
ceptual consciousness as such. All three of our basic perceptual phe¬ 
nomena possess this feature. The first presents us with objects that are 
straightforwardly separated from us in space, and hence ostensibly in¬ 
dependent. The second presents us with objects that are independent 
of, but that stand in relation to, our movements. And the third presents 
us with an object that stands over against us as a check to our activity. 
So it is not merely the fact that each of these three possesses a non-sen- 
suous dimension; it is that they possess it in such a way that we have a 
sense of encountering something independent of us: of encountering 
the “Not-I” as they used to say in the nineteenth century, echoing 
Fichte. I cannot see that this is possible in any way other than by virtue 
of one or other of our three basic phenomena. 

Although I believe we can now return to our three basic phenomena 
with renewed confidence, it will, as yet, be far from clear how a recog¬ 
nition of their fundamental role in relation to perception is supposed to 
help us with our problem of answering the Argument from Illusion. It 
is to that task that we turn in the following and final chapter of Part I. 
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HOW MAY our three fundamental perceptual phenomena, and the non- 
qualitative aspects to perceptual consciousness that can be discerned in 
them, enable us to respond to the Argument from Illusion? I believe 
that our discussion of one of these phenomena, the Anstoss , has put us 
in a position to give an immediate answer: the Argument simply does 
not apply to it. It is not that illusions cannot occur in the realm of the 
Anstoss. As we saw in Chapter 1, there is no form of perception that is 
immune to illusion. It is, rather, that the unique non-sensory nature of 
the Anstoss allows it to slip through the Argument’s net. For the Argu¬ 
ment’s central claim was that when we perceive, we are immediately 
aware not of normal physical objects, but of sensations. In the case of 
the Anstoss , however, it is just such focal sensations that are absent. 
There is simply no such sensuous item to interpose itself between us 
and the external physical force that we experience. We experience it, 
therefore, directly. 

More needs to said, however, since we are obliged to give a positive 
account of what is going on when illusions occur in this area. Now, be¬ 
cause of the extremely limited character of what manifests itself in the 
Anstoss —sheer force, or renitency—the scope for illusion is limited. In¬ 
deed, since force itself is exhaustively specifiable by its intensity and di¬ 
rection, illusion here must be limited to precisely the following possi¬ 
bilities: the force appears to us as either greater or less than it is, or it 
appears at a point in space other than where it really is, or it appears to 
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be acting in a direction other than its real direction. When any of these 
obtains, we are faced with the obligation of answering the two chal¬ 
lenges that make our Argument a problem. Let us consider them, first, 
in relation to degree of force. If, because of illusion, I mistakenly judge 
a resistance to my active movement to be greater than it actually is, why 
do I so judge—unless it is because I am immediately aware of some¬ 
thing that actually has that greater degree of resistant force? Secondly, 
and in case this former question is thought to involve reliance on some 
form of the “Myth of the Given,” we need a positive account of the 
phenomenology of the illusory situation. A force’s perceptually appear¬ 
ing strong differs experientially from that force’s appearing weaker; 
how is this to be accounted for, given that one and the same physical 
force may be involved in the two situations, unless we introduce some 
immediate object of awareness that really does vary in the two situa¬ 
tions? Perhaps what so varies in this case is not sensation; but something 
must vary, something of which we are aware—for otherwise our ac¬ 


count of the phenomenal situation will be inadequate. 

The answer to these questions is that, in illusory cases of the Anstoss , 
what varies, and so what underlies our mistaken judgements, is our ap¬ 
preciation of the force with which we ourselves act on the alien force. 
When our muscles are tired, or when they are injected with a debilitat¬ 
ing substance such as curare, a given resistance feels greater than it ac¬ 
tually is. It is now generally agreed that such appearances are not a 
function of the state of tension in our-muscles, skin, or joints, since 
these will typically be as they should. 1 As two leading researchers in the 
field put it, in relation to weight, “There is a perceived command to the 
muscles, or ‘sense of effort,’ which is used in estimating the weight of a 
lifted object. - We are not aware of the differing degrees of effective¬ 
ness of our motor commands to our muscles as such. When the effec¬ 
tiveness of “innervation” is weakened, subjects do not report a sense of 
diminished strength, but of a “heaviness” in the object they are lifting. 3 
It is the appearance of the external force itself that is an immediate 
function of a varying sense of effort. So we have a way of satisfactorily 
answering our two questions without introducing any intermediary 
item of awareness, whether sensuous or not. We can, therefore, say that 
it is some external force itself of which we are directly aware in the 
Anstass, even when it appears other than it is. For the alien force ap¬ 
pears only as a check to our activity, and it appears how it does as a re- 
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suit of the dynamical interplay of force against force. No object other 
than the external force itself needs to be brought into the picture in 
order to do justice to its variable appearances. All that needs to be 
brought into the story is the variable play of force against force, which 
is the context of the very emergence into consciousness of the alien ob¬ 
ject through the Anstoss. 

The other two possibilities of illusion in this area concern the spatial 
location and the direction of the force. Suppose that you extend your 
arm straight out in front of you, but that, blindfolded, it feels as though 
you are extending it out to the side. You meet a resistance half-way. Be¬ 
cause you seem to meet a resistance where there is in fact none, must 
we introduce an object at that point (or at a “corresponding” point in 
some subjective space) to account for your experience? 4 Again, no. For, 
once again, the experience is adequately accounted for by your mistak¬ 
ing the true trajectory of your active movement. Once again, departure 
from the true appearance does not need to be accounted for by bring¬ 
ing in some non-normal object of awareness, since this is adequately 
done by reference to the character of one’s activity. The same goes for 
mistaking how far out from the body the resistance is encountered, and 
which direction the force is acting in. 

This reply to the Argument hinges entirely on an irreducibly active 
component to the phenomenon of the A??stoss. We can appreciate the 
full significance of this if we consider again the account of tactile per¬ 
ception offered by Michael Martin—but this time with an eye firmly 
on the issue of Direct Realism. In the previous chapter I suggested that 
Martin pays insufficient attention to the absolutely fundamental role ol 
the Anstoss in haptic perception. In so doing, he deprives himself of the 
ability to give a cogent response to the Argument from Illusion. Imag¬ 
ining someone pressing his finger against the rim of a glass, Martin 
writes that “the place where one feels the sensation to be shares certain 
spatial properties with the object which impedes one’s movement; it is 
in the same place in space. So the spatial location that the sensation 
feels to have can provide an awareness of the spatial location of the 
point on the rim which keeps the fingertip there.” 5 What is wrong here 
is the excessive concern with sensation. The incidental reference to the 
rim’s keeping the finger immobile at a point in space affords a glimpse of 
the truth. It is not, of course, the objective facts concerning a balance of 
physical forces between a glass and a digit that are relevant, but the 
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phenomenology of such a dynamical situation as I am sure Martin 
would be the first to acknowledge. It is precisely this phenomenology, 
however, that cannot be captured by reference to sensations at the end 
of one’s finger. No sensation, of itself, can give us an awareness of the 
glass’s rim, but only in concert with the Anstoss. Elsewhere, Martin 
writes that “to feel an object pressing against one’s skin is to feel one’s 
skin to be a certain way such that one can feel the object which presses 
against it/’ 6 In general, of course, this is true, but it involves two ac¬ 
complishments that are left unexplicated: how a mere sensation can 
give one an awareness of the surface of one’s body (a problem I raised in 
the previous chapter), and how feeling one’s skin to be a certain way 
can constitute feeling the physical object that is pressing against it. 
Martin takes Reid to task for distinguishing between sensation and per¬ 
ception; Martin’s own account is, however, as unilluminating as Reid’s 
appeal to a natural kind of magic in its claim that sensations themselves 
just do give us an awareness of physical objects. Stressing the fact that 
“bodily” sensations are phenomenally located is not adequate for two 
reasons. First, a throbbing at the end of my finger does not reveal the 
rim of the glass to me, even if it is in contact with the glass. Secondly, 
we need an account of how the body itself, with a boundary, located in 
space, is itself constituted in experience. What is missing, in relation to 
both points, is the Anstoss. Most importantly, for our purposes, a failure 
to pinpoint the essentially dynamic way in which objects are revealed to 
us in haptic perception would deprive us of an ability to answer the Ar¬ 
gument in the present manner. 

The Anstoss is a unique perceptual phenomenon. I presume that it 
was ignored for so long, and is still insufficiently appreciated, because 
we tend to divide animal functions into the active and the passive, and 
treat perception as a mode of passivity. What we have in the Anstoss , 
however, is a mode of perception that emerges only at the point of an 
exercise of activity. Objects are revealed to and through our animal 
striving. Passivity in some sense is involved, of course; but it is a passiv¬ 
ity that only makes sense in relation to activity, since it is but a shock or 
check to our activity—a check that reveals the independency of some¬ 
thing from ourselves that is the hallmark of perceptual consciousness. 
Because any object is so perceived only as the reciprocal to our activity, 
there is no need to introduce a passively received sensation to account 
for illusions in this area, since how an alien force is perceived will be 
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conditioned by the character of the striving that reveals it. The Argu¬ 
ment from Illusion would seem to have been answered with respect to 
one of our fundamental perceptual phenomena. 

Although I initially presented our Argument as one that claimed to 
show that Direct Realism is incoherent, so that no possible object 
could possibly be directly perceived in any possible sense-modality, and 
although we have just seen that, by failing to encompass the Anstoss, the 
Argument fails to deliver this strong conclusion, no Direct Realist is 
likely to be happy with such a limited victory. For nothing has yet been 
said by way of resolving our Problem in relation to any form of percep¬ 
tion that is independent of the Anstoss —those that are independently 
grounded on one or the other of the two additional basic sources of 
perceptual consciousness. But the situation is worse than this. For the 
previous line of argument does not demonstrate that Direct Realism 
may be true even for perceptions grounded on the Anstoss. This is be¬ 
cause, at the mere cessation of effort, the Anstoss passes over into mere 
tactile perception. Can it seriously be supposed that as soon as we stop 
pushing against an object, and merely feel its contact upon our body, 
we cease being immediately aware of it? When we begin to push 
against an object, surely we are, albeit in a different mode, perceiving 
the same object that we may feel merely touching our skin. Unless we 
can defend Direct Realism in the domain of tactile perception where 
the Anstoss is not operative, we shall not be able to say these things, and 
Direct Realism even in relation to the Anstoss will have been compro¬ 
mised. We need, therefore, to turn our attention to the other two basic 
forms of perceptual consciousness, those that are focally sensory in 
character, to see if Direct Realism can be defended there. 

WHEN WE TURN to address our Problem in relation to these other two 
basic phenomena, we yet have a guiding thread: the non-sensuous di¬ 
mension that we have already discerned in these two cases. This must 
be where our solution lies, if one there be, since focusing on the spe¬ 
cifically sensuous character of any perception will get us nowhere it 
being precisely this that perceptions have in common with mere sensa¬ 
tions. If, however, the non-sensuous aspect of each of the remaining 
perceptual phenomena will allow us to see our way round the Argu¬ 
ment, it will not be in anything like the previous straightforward way 
one that was possible precisely because of the essentially non-sensory 
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nature of the presentation of the Anstoss's object. For we are now turn¬ 
ing to forms of perceptual consciousness where an object is not pre¬ 
sented to us as simply a counter to our agency, but where physical 
objects are passively registered in sensation. Here our Argument is on 
its home ground, and, hence, most challenging and problematic. Al¬ 
though we have two independent sources of perceptual consciousness 
to consider, with their two non-sensuous aspects—phenomenal three- 
dimensionality and kinetic structure—they can, I believe, be encom¬ 
passed by a single theory that will lead us to our goal. For our two basic 
non-sensuous features, distinct though they may be, function in their 
respective forms of perceptual consciousness to achieve an identical 
phenomenon—one that alone can confer perceptuality upon sensuous 
modes of awareness. 

The key to the Problem of Perception, as it relates to distinctively 
sensuous experience, is the following insight, the importance of which 
was first recognized, as far as I know, by Kant. It is that, where we have 
perception we can, but where we have mere sensation we cannot, draw 
a distinction between what is merely a change of experience and what is 
an experience of change in the object of experience? With mere sensation, 
any change in experience is simply a change in the quality, distribu¬ 
tion, intensity, or duration of the sensation itself. That our experience 
changes entails that the sensory object of our attention changes, be¬ 
cause, as Reid says, there is no object distinct from the sensation itself. 
When we turn to perceptual consciousness, the situation is wholly dif¬ 
ferent. For what the Kantian distinction highlights is what are known 
by psychologists as the “perceptual constancies.” I believe that it is a 
proper appreciation of precisely these constancies, phenomenologi¬ 
cally interpreted, that will allow us finally to answer the Argument 
from Illusion. 8 Moreover, since it is, I shall be arguing, precisely per¬ 
ceptual constancy that is at work in the non-sensuous dimension of 
our remaining two basic perceptual phenomena, such constancy allows 
these two to be comprehended by a single account. 

The term “perceptual constancy” is used by psychologists to refer to 
any veridical perceptual situation in which an unchanging physical fea¬ 
ture of an object gives rise, because of its changing relation to the 
perceiver, to changing proximal stimulation at our sense-organs, while 
the perceived feature of the object appears unchanged. Now, when 
such changing proximal stimulation gives rise to changing sensations , we 
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shall have a “constant” perception despite inconstant sensation. It is 
this latter discrepancy alone that will be of concern to us, not that be¬ 
tween perception and proximal stimulation. The distinction between 
the two arises when changing proximal stimulation fails to give rise to 
changing sensations. It is, for example, generally thought that retinal 
and immediately post-retinal adaptation accounts for at least certain in¬ 
stances of “colour constancy”—the notable constancy of the apparent 
colours of objects despite differing lighting conditions, and hence de¬ 
spite differing forms of light entering the eyes. 9 Similarly, it used to be 
thought that so-called lightness constancy—our ability to perceive ob¬ 
jects as equally white (or grey, or black) despite their reflecting sig¬ 
nificantly different amounts of light into the eyes—involves “lateral in¬ 
hibition” at die retinal and immediately post-retinal level. 10 Neither 
account involves perceptual constancy in the sense that is of interest to 
us. For although such accounts acknowledge a constancy of perception 
despite highly varied proximal stimulation, there is no constancy de¬ 
spite variation in sensation: adaptation and lateral inhibition introduce 
constancy at the post-retinal level before any sensation ensues, so that 
there is a constancy in the relation between sensation and perception. 
Such accounts are of no phenomenological relevance. We, however, are 
interested in a constancy that is manifest to reflexion on perceptual 
consciousness itself. We are also only interested in a constancy in an 
object as it appeal's to the subject despite variation in perceptual sensation: 
we are not concerned with the objective state of such physical objects. 
In order to avoid ambiguity, I shall sometimes refer to the kind of per¬ 
ceptual constancy that alone is our concern here as “phenomenological 
constancy.” 

In contrast to the above two merely “psycho-physical constancies, 
here are some examples of phenomenological constancy. Wlien I move 
my eyes while viewing my surroundings, although the character of my 
visual experience changes, what I am observing does not appear to 
move: I detect no movement in (what I take to be) the objects of my vi¬ 
sual awareness. This is termed “position constancy.” Again, when I 
walk up to an object, it projects an increasingly large image on my reti¬ 
nas, and comes to occupy a larger portion of my visual field; the object 
does not, however, typically look any larger as a result of these changes. 
This is called “size constancy.” A third example is one that is of some 
historical significance. The informed reader will have noticed that al- 
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though in my original presentation of the Argument I went out of my 
way to stress the potential ubiquity of illusion, there was one com¬ 
monly cited instance of this that I did not mention. This is the claim 
that when you look at a round, flat object otherwise than straight- or 
side-on, it looks elliptical. Many of the classic expositions of the Argu¬ 
ment use this claim to get it under way. 11 1 did not myself use this exam¬ 
ple because the suggestion that pennies, for example, look elliptical 
when seen from most angles is simply not true—they look round—and 
in no sense, not even in the extended sense given to the term in these 
pages, is the look of such a tilted penny an illusion. Such a penny (usu¬ 
ally) looks just the way it is: round and tilted away you. This is 
called “shape constancy.” All such constancies involve a change in vi¬ 
sual experience, a change in visual sensation, despite the fact that the 
object of awareness does not itself appear to change at all. This is be¬ 
cause the changes in sensation themselves have objective significance: there 
is a change in how the physical world perceptually appears to us. For 
such sensations are not merely overlooked, as Reid supposed. What 
happens because of the changing visual sensations involved in size con¬ 
stancy, for example, is that the object looks nearer. The same goes for 
all the phenomenological constancies: the changing sensations always 
manifest to us a changing relation in which an intrinsically unchanging 
object comes to stand to us. Only so is such constancy intelligible at all. 

My proposal is that, with one qualification soon to be noted, the oper¬ 
ation of some phenomenological constancy in a sense-modality is sufficient/or 
that sense to be perceptual; and that if the modality in question is , unlike the 
Anstoss, sensuously presentational in character, it is necessary —such con¬ 
stancy alone enabling sensation to function here perceptually. That any such 
constancy suffices to render any sensory modality perceptual is, I take 
it, evident. Indeed, this simply is the Kantian insight as I have been 
construing it: any perceptual constancy opens up a distinction between 
the appearance of an object and the sensations that are thereby experi¬ 
enced—a distinction that is essentially absent from mere sensation. 
The more controversial thesis is the claim to necessity. Now, if it is 
agreed that our two fundamental phenomena are indeed alone suf¬ 
ficient for sensuously presentational modes of consciousness to be per¬ 
ceptual, this issue can be addressed by asking whether perceptual con¬ 
stancy is necessary for each. This can be swiftly demonstrated. 

As concerns three-dimensional spatiality, it surely makes no sense to 
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suppose that it is inconceivable that an object should appear to be at a 
distance from you, that this object should appear to come closer to you, 
and yet that it should not appear to change size; or that a non-spherical 
object should appear to turn around its axis and yet not appear to 
change shape. It also makes as little sense to suppose it inconceivable 
that a sound should be heard as getting closer, and yet not as getting 
any louder—“loudness constancy.” It is of the very essence of the per¬ 
ception of things as located in three-dimensional space that they can 
appear to move without necessarily appearing to undergo any other— 
that is, intrinsic—change. Since in any such appearance both the rela¬ 
tional change and the intrinsic lack of change must be registered in 
consciousness, we have a case of constancy. The sheer possibility of such 
experiences shows that perceptual constancies are in play in that sense- 
modality—for where mere sensation is concerned, such constancy phe¬ 
nomena are excluded in principle . 12 

The demonstration that perceptual constancy is entailed by the ki¬ 
netic structuring of a sense-field through self-movement is even sim¬ 
pler, for the kind of integration of such movement with sense-fields 
that is here in question itself constitutes a species of perceptual con¬ 
stancy. If there is movement “into” a three-dimensional field, we shall 
have size constancy (or, if the field is auditory, loudness constancy), and 
if there is movement “across” a sense-field, as when we shift our gaze, 
we shall have position constancy. I can have a sense of myself, or of a 
part of myself, moving in relation to a sense-field only if movement on 
my part does not entail subjectively registered movement on the part of 
the object of awareness. Where there is self-movement, but no possi 
bility of such independence—as in the experience of the inner light 
show, where the “lights” move with each movement of the eyeballs or 
head—there can be no sense of movement in relation to an object of 
awareness. In the total absence of such a kinetic structuring of sense- 
fields, we have mere sensation. Conversely, the most minimal presence 
of such kinetic independence—and it is difficult to think of a more 
minimal presence than we find in the visuo-motor experience of cata¬ 
ract patients—suffices for perception. 13 Constancy in relation to self¬ 
movement is perhaps most in evidence, however, in haptic perception. 
As you run your hand over an object, the rapidly changing series of 
touch sensations at your fingers’ ends is wholly compatible with the ap¬ 
pearance of a solidly motionless object. 14 
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It is true that there is not exactly perceptual constancy in our percep¬ 
tion of smells and radiant heat. 15 We may judge that a smell or a thermal 
phenomenon is objectively unchanged and that a less intense percep¬ 
tion is due to. our having distanced ourselves from it; but we do not 
smell or feel this. And there is no sort of constancy whatever for taste 
and surface temperature. All these perceptions are, however, as I ar¬ 
gued earlier, derivative or acquired. They all presuppose perception 
of the world through some other sense—one that does feature some 
genuine phenomenological constancy. This is the reason for the quali¬ 
fication mentioned above. The precise claim to be defended here, 
therefore, is that the operation of perceptual constancy in a sensuously 
presentational sense-modality is necessary and sufficient for original 
perception in that sense. 16 

Although we began this section with two irreducible sources of per¬ 
ceptual consciousness, the phenomenon of perceptual constancy allows 
a unitary account. Indeed, it seems that we may be able to go even fur¬ 
ther in the direction of unity. For all the perceptual constancies we 
have so far examined crucially involve movement. Not specifically self¬ 
movement, and even less active self-movement, but movement as such, 
occurring between a sense-organ and an object of sensory awareness, is 
what sustains an independence between the course of our experience 
and the experienced nature of the objects that is required by all the 
perceptual constancies that have been mentioned (as well as others 
that have not). 17 Even phenomenal three-dimensionality, in abstrac¬ 
tion from self-movement, not only entails the possibility of perceiv¬ 
ing objects move in the space in which they are visibly situated; it 
is such movement in relation to the observer that alone introduces 
those changes in sensation that are involved in the constancies that are 
entailed by such spatiality. So the question naturally presents itself 
whether it is always and necessarily movement on which perceptual 

constancy immediately depends. In fact, it is not. 

Consider colour and lightness constancy. If these are phenomeno¬ 
logical constancies, then, according to the present suggestion, they suf¬ 
fice for perceptual consciousness. And yet it is not clear how movement 
is it all relevant to them. Now, many instances of both colour and light- 
ness constancy are not, in fact, phenomenological, but merely psycho¬ 
physical. Adaptation is thought to play a role in colour constancy, for 
example. This seems to be the reason why the colours of most objects 
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look more or less the same in daylight and electric light, even though, 
as photographs with the same colour film testify, different ranges of 
wavelengths enter your eye in these two situations. (In photographs of 
indoor scenes taken with outdoor film under ordinary electric light, 
yellow is surprisingly prominent, and blues look washed out.) Still, not 
all colour constancy can be accounted for in this way, for some is genu¬ 
inely phenomenological—as can be demonstrated, ironically, by refer¬ 
ence to that favourite example of philosophers: rose-tinted spectacles. 
If you put on such spectacles, white objects do not typically look pink; 
they look white. The same is generally true if you view a white object in 
a room illuminated by a coloured light-bulb. Here one’s colour sensa¬ 
tions are certainly different from what they would be if one were view¬ 
ing these white objects in daylight and without coloured spectacles. 
Many cases of lightness constancy are like this too. So such cases do 
pose a problem for the suggestion that movement is fundamental for 
perception. 

In fact, however, both of these constancies do, albeit indirectly, pre¬ 
suppose movement, for they are possible only within sensory modali¬ 
ties that are already phenomenally three-dimensional, and that, therefore, 
already feature some constancy that involves movement. For recall that 
the variations in sensation involved in phenomenological constancy are 
neither wholly overlooked, nor are they without objective significance. 
An object appears intrinsically unchanged despite such variations in 
sensation only because they manifest to us a change in the objects rela¬ 
tion to us. Generally, this relation is straightforwardly some perspec- 
tival relation in which we stand to the object, where there can be 
change only as the result of movement. This is not what we find in the 
present cases. But what kind of indicated relationship to us do we find 
here? The answer is that in these two cases of perceptual constancy the 
varying sensations indicate to us a changing relation of the perceived 
object to something else in space. This other thing is light. For we do 
not merely see physical objects; we see such objects in a relation to sur¬ 
rounding light as more or less illuminated. It is because (and only be¬ 
cause) of this that, although a weakly and a strongly illuminated sheet 
of white paper give rise to qualitatively different sensations in the visual 
field, they can both look white, indeed equally white. The former does 
not look grey, because the latter looks, not whiter, but brighter than the 
other. This is so even though the very same local sensations could, in a 
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different context, give us appearances of a grey and a white object—as 
the following phenomena nicely illustrate. If you see a white piece of 
paper reflected in a shiny black tile, it will look white; however, by an 
act of attention you can bring yourself to see it as a mere patch on the 
tile, and then it will appear distinctly grey. Again, obscuring with a 
solid border the penumbra of an attached shadow will make the shadow 
look like a darker patch. And coming to see a border as merely the ef¬ 
fect of illumination can also lead to a switch in appearance. Once again, 
as with all genuine constancies, this is not a matter merely of “judging” 
that things are objectively of the same or different colour; it is a matter 
of simple perceptual appearances. A dramatic illustration of this can be 
had using the “Mach strip” mentioned in Chapter 1. If you place the 
“roof,” as suggested, so that one side is turned towards, the other away 
from, the light, the two sides look equally white, though one looks 
shaded. When, after viewing the object monocularly for while, the 
“roof’ flips up to look like two pages of an upright book, lightness con¬ 
stancy is suddenly disrupted: the side that is objectively in the shade 
now definitely does look grey. It simply did not have that appearance be¬ 
fore. As with all the perceptual constancies, the changing sensations in¬ 
volved in brightness constancy have the “objective significance” of in¬ 
dicating a changing relationship in which the intrinsically unchanging 
object stands to something else. Although, in contrast to all the other 
constancies I have mentioned, this “something else” is not ourselves, 
but the illuminating light, the relationship involved is a spatial relation¬ 
ship. No such thing is possible with the inner light-show, or any such 
two-dimensional array of “colour patches.” Since such spatiality must 
already characterize the operative sense, the movement-involving con¬ 
stancies that are entailed by such spatiality are equally entailed by these 
ightness constancies. The same can be said of the colour constancies 
that are phenomenological in nature. When you don the rose-tinted 
spectacles, it is the ambient light that looks pink, and white objects look 
white, though bathed in pink light. Since I can think of no other per¬ 
ceptual constancy where movement fails to be immediately implicated, 

I believe we may conclude that a perceptual theory is able to be unified 
at least to the extent that it can be asserted that it is both necessary and 
sufficient, in order for a sensuously presentational sense-modality to be 
perceptual, that it feature some perceptual constancy that is of such a 
character that it is specifically movement that introduces the variable 
sensory elements into such constancy. 




The Solution 


177 


Movement is also, of course, essentially involved in the Anstoss. In¬ 
deed, it also functions there in such a way as to give rise to perceptual 
constancy in virtue of the dynamic interplay between ourselves and the 
appearing object. For we distinguish between our pressing more 
strongly against some alien body and the latter’s pressing more forcibly 
on us, even though this gives rise to the same pressure on our bodies, 
and hence, typically, to the same pressure sensations. Here again we 
have a case where the variable element in experience reveals a change 
in the relation in which we stand to an unchanging object. We have 
what we might term “force constancy.” So the pleasing thought pres¬ 
ents itself that we may now have a totally unified perceptual theory 
one embracing all three of our basic sources of perceptual conscious¬ 
ness. For have we not discovered that it is always movement that allows 
us to home in on a perceptual object that transcends the sheer flux of 
subjective sensation? Always movement that sustains the emergence of 
that iimmi e pluribus which is of the essence of perceptual conscious¬ 
ness? The bipartite, or tripartite, nature of the present account is per¬ 
haps simply a reflection of the different ways in which movement can 
function in perceptual experience. 

Although this last point is, I believe, true, perceptual theory cannot 
be as unified as is here suggested. For there is, first, the sobering fact 
that the Anstoss involves movement in a wholly different way from the 
other two basic phenomena. With the Anstoss it is agency that is crucial. 
This underlies the fact that, secondly, and more importantly, although 
perceptual constancy is possible within the narrow limits of the Anstoss, 
it is not necessarily to be found there. For it is surely not a necessary 
truth, concerning any possible agent, that if it can push against some¬ 
thing, it can push harder, or more gently, against it. Surely a creature 
could have but a single level of physical energy available to it with 
which to accomplish any of its activities. Take away such variability, 
however, and we have lost the only relevant variable that could feature 
in perceptual constancy in this area. The failure of this attempt at a 
“general unified theory” of perception is perhaps not to be wondered 
at, given not only the wholly unique character of the Anstoss , but also 
the fact that we have been able to reply to the Argument from Illusion 
in relation to the Anstoss without mentioning perceptual constancy. 18 
Appealing to perceptual constancy is necessary only in order to rebut 
the Argument on its home territory of specifically sensuous perception. 
It is time to try to bring the investigations of Part I to a close by seeing 
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precisely how the perceptual constancies are supposed to help us defeat 
the Argument in this remaining problematic area. 

THE KEY TO AN ANSWER to our Problem in relation to sensuously pres¬ 
entational forms of perceptual consciousness is the recognition that we 
are not, even in this domain, aware of perceptual sensations as objects 
because, if we were , perceptual constancy would be wholly absent: the object 
of awareness would appear to change whenever there was a change of 
sensations, because such sensations would be our objects. For what 
must a sense-datum theorist say of the typical situation in which an ob¬ 
ject is seen to approach me? He must say that the sense-datum, that 
which is “given to sense,” that of which I am most fundamentally and 
immediately aware, gets bigger. But that of which I am most fundamen¬ 
tally and immediately aware, what is given to me, does not appear to 
change at all in such a situation. This is a plain phenomenological fact. 
Or consider position constancy. If you move your head from side to 
side while looking at this page, the page will not seem to move. Com¬ 
pare this with viewing the “Mach strip” whilst similarly moving your 
head, where the visual object does appear to move. Most people are 
quite astounded when they experience this latter phenomenon for the 
first time—for it is not an experience that they have whenever they 
move their heads. With the Mach strip, position constancy startlingly 
fails. Such constancy is not the function of any “judgement” that sup¬ 
plements the deliverances of the senses; it characterizes what we are 
aware of in the most “basic” and “immediate” sense. Such constancies 
are present in the simple movement of an eye, a limb, or a head for all 
animals for almost all of their waking lives. The eye or the paw moves; 
the object seen or felt appears not to. In this and kindred phenomena 
we find the wholly pre-conceptual birth of distinctively perceptual objects 
that are beyond the capacity of mere sensation to deliver. Since the 
only alternatives presented by the Argument are that in perception we 
are aware either of normal physical objects on the one hand, or of 
sense-data or sensations on the other, and since we have seen that we 
can deny, on purely phenomenological grounds, that we are aware of 
either of the latter (since that would be incompatible with perceptual 
constancy), we may conclude, for all that the Argument has to offer to 
the contrary, that we are directly aware of normal physical objects, just 
as Direct Realism contends. 
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We are really pretty good at telling, simply by looking, when nearby 
objects change in size, shape, or location. If you move your eyes closer 
to this page, you can see perfectly well that it does not get larger. The 
same may be said of the position constancy that holds sway throughout 
haptic perception. If you run your finger over this page, it will not at all 
seem, even with your eyes closed, that the surface is moving under your 
finger: that is a wholly different kind of experience. Similarly with the 
sense of hearing: in most circumstances you can immediately tell if 
someone is speaking appreciably more loudly, or whether he is ap¬ 
proaching you while speaking at a constant volume. The reliability of 
our senses is not, however, what is of importance here. The perceptual 
constancies are, indeed, far from perfect; but even if they were worse 
than they actually are, diat would be of no significance. What is impor¬ 
tant is that they characterize, and fundamentally characterize, percep¬ 
tion at all. Relatedly, it should not be supposed that the present defence 
of Direct Realism applies only when some perceptual constancy is ac¬ 
tually operative. For since the operation of a constancy involves a varia¬ 
tion in sensation, and such variation always involves movement, diis 
would mean that we could never have perceptual awareness of an un¬ 
moving normal object while we ourselves were stationary and wholly 
inert—which is certainly false. The justification of applying the con¬ 
stancy-based defence of Direct Realism outside the occasions when 
some constancy is actually operative resides in the fact that we have 
perceptual consciousness of an object that would emerge as a single ob¬ 
ject of awareness, in virtue of the operation of some constancy, if a rele¬ 
vant movement were to occur. Consider, for example, a cataract suf¬ 
ferer staring fixedly at the light streaming from a brilliantly lit window 
in the dark. Although this subject is aware of but a two-dimensional ar¬ 
ray of light and shade, this ought, I have suggested, to be recognized as 
a case where the subject perceives, albeit extremely poorly, the light of 
the window. The reason for this is that, if the subject were to turn his 
head, the light would not, or might not, appear to him to move. The 
sheer possibility of the operation of such a perceptual constancy serves 
to confer perceptual status on the original static experience; for in the 
realm of mere sensation, such constancy is impossible. During the actual 
operation of the constancy, the object of awareness has an unchanging 
identity amidst the flux of sensation. When the subject begins to turn 
his head, thus bringing position constancy into operation, the object 
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retains an unchanging character. Since this object of awareness cannot 
be equated with sensation while the constancy is in operation, neither 
can it be so equated before movement introduces the constancy. This is 
even clearer when we consider perceptual experience that is phenom¬ 
enally three-dimensional. T) perceive an object at a distance is to per¬ 
ceive it as being in a space through which it could move without under¬ 
going any apparent intrinsic change. Should it move towards you, the 
sensations that register this movement will be changing, but the object 
will appear not to: only its relation to you appears to change. The phe¬ 
nomenal three-dimensionality of perceptual objects that gives them 
“external reality” is a phenomenal manifestation that such spatial per¬ 
ceptual constancies are potentially in play. 

This, I believe, is how Direct Realism may be defended against our 
Argument in all the areas in which it is desired: all those cases where we 
are, intuitively, perceptually conscious of a normal physical object (or 
“phenomenon”). In supplementing the Ajistoss by the perceptual con¬ 
stancies, all this intuitively delimited terrain has been covered; and, 
equally importantly, we have defended the Anstoss itself from being un¬ 
dermined. The task we have set ourselves in the first part of this work is 
effectively at its end. There is but one further point to consider. 

ADVOCATES of the Argument from Illusion have failed to see that the 
perceptual constancies can play an essential role in blocking that Argu¬ 
ment for one simple reason. For what has been vital to this attempt to 
block the Argument is the claim that when a perceptual constancy is in 
operation, although perceptual sensation is changing, what I am aware 
of, in the most basic and immediate sense, does not appear to change. 
Advocates of the Argument have consistently asserted that this is sim¬ 
ply not true. When, for example, I walk up to an object while looking at 
it*, what I am immediately aware of visually does , they say, increase in 
size. What I have been referring to as “perceptual” constancy is in fact 
no more than the content of a judgement that I make, perhaps oh 
the basis of past experience, in response to what I am immediately 
aware of. 

In giving examples of illusion in Chapter 1,1 focused on cases where 
the manifest character of perceptual appearance differed from the true 
nature of the perceived physical object—cases where the object would 
naturally be taken to possess a sensible character that was simply in ac- 
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cord with the character of perceptual sensation. As a result of consider¬ 
ing the constancies, however, we have come increasingly to see the way 
in which the character of such sensation can diverge from the character 
we take the object to have. And in fact it is not uncommon for support¬ 
ers of the Argument to point precisely to aspects of perceptual experi¬ 
ence of which we are usually ignorant in order to introduce a notion of 
immediate awareness that is intended to undermine Direct Realism. 
C. W. K. Mundle, for example, writes that “if one suspends one’s nor¬ 
mal perceptual preoccupation—with identifying physical things of fa¬ 
miliar kinds, etc.—there is what we may call another ‘dimension of per¬ 
ceptual experience.’ If one starts paying heed to the contents of ones 
‘visual field,’ it is possible to go on noticing things that had never been 
noticed before.” 19 He goes on to claim that it is “phenomenology that 
pays attention to this other dimension; that phenomenology deals with 
phenomena; that a phenomenon is “an immediate object of aware¬ 
ness”; and that therefore these usually overlooked aspects of perceptual 
experience are “immediate objects of perception,” or are “sense-given. 
Mundle also speaks of such “sense-given” facts in terms of how an ob¬ 
ject “looks(ph)”—that is, looks phenomenologically. So, according to 
Mundle, a penny seen at an angle lookS( P h) elliptical. He recognizes, 
of course, that we commonly speak of how a thing looks in a non- 
“phenomenological” sense. This common, everyday sense of a thing 
looking a certain way is, however, supposed by him to be a matter of es¬ 
timating the real characteristics of an object. I have suggested, contra 
such writers as Broad, Russell, and Price, that the appearance of a cir¬ 
cular object seen from the side is not a case of illusion in any sense. 
This, however, is perhaps of little theoretical importance. Perhaps it is 
indeed, as Mundle suggests, on this “other dimension” of perceptual 
experience that we should all along have been focusing in order to in¬ 
troduce the notion of direct awareness that is to cause trouble for Di¬ 
rect Realism. And, to be sure, the trouble for Direct Realism would be 
overwhelming if we followed this approach, since it would block a reply 
to the Argument based on the perceptual constancies—the only satis¬ 
factory reply, I suggest, that is available. If Direct Realism is to be se¬ 
cured, therefore, we need to insist that it is the character of the most 
basic sensible appearances of things that are determined by the opera¬ 
tion of the constancies. 

It is certainly the case that the character of one’s visual experience is 
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different when looking at a penny from an angle when looking at it 
full-face. This difference is, however, seriously mis-described as a case 
of an object looking differently shaped. After all, if something really does 
perceptually look elliptical to me, I shall, if I notice the thing, and if I 
have no countervailing information to hand, take the thing to he ellipti¬ 
cal—for I have nothing else to go by. 20 In the case of the tilted penny, 
however, no such thing occurs. I am not even inclined, the tiniest bit, to 
take the object to be elliptical, or to react to it as to an elliptical—one 
can even say elliptical looking —object. If set to perform discrimination 
tests, I should naturally and unthinkingly class together, on the basis of 
their visual appearances, what I see when I look at the titled penny with 
round objects seen full-on. Animals react in the same way. Indeed, the 
relatively difficult identification test in this area is trying to identify ob¬ 
jects that have the same look(ph) in Mundle’s sense. That kind of paint¬ 
erly, or so-called innocent, attitude to what we are presented with visu¬ 
ally is an unnatural and sophisticated one that is difficult to attain. 21 
This is equally the case with haptic perception, or active touch. For the 
analogy in this domain to what constitutes looking (p h) would be the se¬ 
ries of sensations of contact and texture at our fingers’ ends as we han¬ 
dle an object. We noted earlier that one of Reid’s more intuitively com¬ 
pelling claims was that we are hardly perceptually intent upon these 
when we explore an object tactually. By lumping together all uses of 
looks other than “looks (ph) ” as being a matter of estimation, Mundle 
is, to use the terminology of Chapter .1, assimilating the evidential and 
the genuinely perceptual uses of this term. 

The reason why, in the past, so many philosophers and psychologists 
have thought otherwise, in relation to sight, is that they held that what 
we are immediately aware of visually is a two-dimensional array of 
colour patches—“a party-coloured plane,” as Samuel Bailey put it. 22 
Hume stated the then standard view as follows: “’Tis commonly al¬ 
lowed by philosophers that all bodies which discover themselves to the 
eye, appear as if painted on a plain surface, and that their different de¬ 
grees of remoteness from ourselves are discover’d more by reason than 
by the senses. 23 These patches were conceived as being, in effect, two- 
dimensional projections of three-dimensional objects. If the sizes and 
shapes that physical objects look to have are either identical to, or a 
function of, such patches, then the claim that round objects look ellip¬ 
tical and that approaching objects look bigger will indeed be a natural 
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consequence. In fact, I can think of no other reason why anyone should 
deny that a tilted round penny looks round other than such a presump¬ 
tion that properly visual experience is phenomenally two-dimensional. 
Since I have elsewhere discussed at some length this idea that sight, 
touch, and hearing are “originally” at best two-dimensional in phe¬ 
nomenal character—that such senses basically lack an awareness of 
what Berkeley termed “outness”—I shall here simply state that there is 
nothing whatever to be said in its favour . 24 And if there is no reason 
to deny the fundamental nature of the perceptual constancies in rela¬ 
tion to phenomenally three-dimensional perceptual experience, there 
is equally litde reason to deny it in relation to our second basic percep¬ 
tual phenomenon—where the critical suggestion would be that all that 
is originally given in this domain is the movement of objects of aware¬ 
ness, and that we then come to attribute some of these movements to 
ourselves. “Position constancy” is, however, as irreducible in this do¬ 
main as are the three-dimensional constancies. This being so, and if 
such misguided claims are the only way in which it could be argued that 
perceptual constancies are not absolutely basic perceptual phenomena, 
we can return to our defence of Direct Realism with confidence. 

It is important, however, that we should not go to the extreme to 
which some have been led in their accounts of perceptual constancy. 
When I walk up to an unchanging object while looking at it, there is 
some sense in which something grows in extensity. The extreme to 
be avoided is the denial of this (and of analogous facts in connection 
with the other constancies). “Consider again the circle seen at a slant,” 
writes Irwin Rock, one of the most theoretically sophisticated of recent 
perceptual psychologists. “Many students in introductory classes in 
psychology are likely to shake their heads when the instructor points 
out that the circle looks circular and not elliptical. They often say ‘it 
looks elliptical but I know it is circular’. In saying this, they are advo¬ 
cating the classical thesis the Gestaltists opposed so vigorously and suc¬ 
cessfully ... In this I believe they are mistaken. We do perceive the circle 
at a slant as circular, but we also are aware that its projected extensity 
relations are ‘elliptical’. The point is that we would be seriously distort¬ 
ing the phenomenal facts if we chose to speak only of the constancy as¬ 
pects of perception. In this respect the students have been right and we 
have been wrong .” 25 We should not dissent from this. Rock is right to 
stress that such “projective” facts concerning sensation have phe- 
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nomenological. significance. That a certain object gives rise to greater 
“extensity” in the visual field than another identically sized object is, af¬ 
ter all, necessary if the one is both to look nearer than the other and to 
look the same size as it. To recognize only the aspect of constancy in 
perception is, in effect, to treat perception as if it were thought, and to 
forget that it is a sensory phenomenon we are dealing with. Rock, how¬ 
ever, claims that to recognize such “projective” (or, as he puts it, “prox¬ 
imal mode”) facts is to recognize a level of merely two-dimensional 
phenomenal description of visual experience. For otherwise, he sug¬ 
gests, “the existence of the proximal mode would seem to be a curious, 
redundant, unexplained phenomenon.” 26 A feature such as “extensity” 
is, however, neither curious, redundant, nor unexplained, since it is a 
phenomenological necessity. Given two objects that look the same size, 
one of them must have greater extensity if it looks closer to you than 
the other one. This is not a real feature of a two-dimensional visual ar¬ 
ray, but an abstraction from the three-dimensional field with which one 
is phenomenally presented. But, one may object, must one not at least 
recognize that an object looks to be the size that it is because of its 
extensity in the field of vision? And does not such an admission take 
us back to the dual component theory—with visual sensations causing 
us to judge the sizes of perceived objects? We have seen that such a 
“judgement” ought not to be seen as a conceptual representation of the 
environment; but that granted, have we not still to recognize the core 
truth of the dual component theory? We have not, since the “because” 
here should not be misinterpreted as having causal force. It expresses, 
rather, the phenomenological necessity in question. For it is equally 
true to say that an object has the “extensity” that it does because it is 
seen as having such and such a size at such and such a distance. These 
are but two inter-dependent aspects of the phenomenally three-dimen¬ 
sional visual experience that is created at one stroke by the operation of 
the visual system. (And analogous remarks hold for the other senses 
that embody any perceptual constancy.) 

Indeed, we are finally in a position to see that the language of “per¬ 
ceptual sensation,” though it has the virtue of recognizing the reality of 
sensory qualia while yet avoiding the invocation of sense-data, has a 
limited value and is a potential source of misunderstanding. For it is 
tempting to think that, if sensation is ingredient in perceptual experi¬ 
ence, it must be the very same thing that is present there that might oc- 
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cur non-perceptually. If one thinks in this way, however, the Argument 
from Illusion will be unanswerable. At best we shall end up with the 
dual component theory. What mere sensation and perceptual experi¬ 
ence have in common is not sensation—a type of sensory state in its 
own right—but sensory qualities, or qualia. There is no common sen¬ 
sory state to perception and sensation that such qualities characterize. 
In the one case they characterize, or “inhere in,” perceptual experience, 
in the other, sensation. We should not try to understand perceptual ex¬ 
perience by trying to construct it out of independently intelligible psy¬ 
chological states such as sensations. Perceptual consciousness is a dis¬ 
tinctive and irreducible type of psychological state, which shares with 
sensation only the fact that it is possessed of a qualitative character. We 
should not ask how mere sensation can beco??ie perceptual for it can¬ 
not. All we can do is seek to understand how perceptual consciousness 
itself can emerge and possess the same qualitative character as sensa¬ 
tion. I have suggested that we should understand this emergence in re¬ 
lation to three fundamental sources of perceptual consciousness. It is 
the non-sensory functions that are at work in these three basic phe¬ 
nomena that render them perceptual—that, indeed, constitute any per¬ 
ceptual act as perceptual. These functions do not supplement indepen¬ 
dently constituted sensations, but rather, together with sensory qualia, 
characterize that type of state which is perceptual consciousness. 

THE ARGUMENT FROM ILLUSION has, I believe, been answered. It has 
been answered, moreover, on phenomenological grounds. The present 
account should not, however, be confused with what one may call the 
“cheap phenomenological response” to the Argument. I ve never seen 
a sense-datum in my life!” a former colleague once said to me. It is as¬ 
tonishing how many philosophers are of the opinion that simply point 
ing out that mature perceptual experience is not a matter of registering, 
as Charles Taylor puts it, “raw uninterpreted data,” that such experi¬ 
ence is “suffused with concepts,” or at least that certain principles of 
perceptual “organization” are at work, suffices to defuse the force of 
the Argument . 27 Such a tack gets us nowhere—even if the almost inevi¬ 
table reference to “concepts” is ignored. The sense-datum theorist can 
happily accept all of this . 28 “Interpret,” “conceptualize, and organize 
all you like, the question still remains: What are the immediate objects 
of awareness that are involved in any such activity? Even bodily sensa- 
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tdons are not “raw uninterpreted data” in the relevant sense, and yet 
they are mere sensations. What is of vital importance, rather, is that a 
feature of perceptual experience be isolated that is both sufficiently ba¬ 
sic to be involved in all conscious animal perception, and that will allow 
us to distinguish between an object of perceptual awareness and either 
sensations or sense-data. In relation to sensuously presentational per¬ 
ception, this is to be found in perceptual constancy, elsewhere in the 
Anstoss , and nowhere else. Here and here alone do we find within 
sense-experience itself the phenomenological independence of object 
from subject that is the hallmark of perceptual consciousness. Here we 
find the distinctive intentionality of perception: one that is distinct 
from, and indeed more basic than, that to be found in thinking. 

Nevertheless, some readers may be surprised that merely phe¬ 
nomenological observations should be thought capable of delivering 
Direct Realism. After all, what is of central concern in this area is the 
issue of perceptual “transcendence”: how we can pierce the “veil of 
perception,” break out of the circuit of our own experience, and come 
into immediate cognitive contact with an “external world.” How, it 
may be objected, could mere phenomenology, which is just a matter of 
how things stand within experience, be thought to be of decisive impor¬ 
tance here? Such an objection would, however, betray misunderstand¬ 
ing on one or other of two points. First, the Argument that we have 
been wrestling with concerns illusion, not hallucination. It does not 
presuppose that we fail to be directly aware of normal physical objects 
when we experience an illusion: that is part of what it is supposed to 
prove. Until this is achieved, we are allowed to assume that we are so 
aware of such physical objects. It is not we who have to prove that we 
are; it is the proponent of the Argument who has to prove that we are 
not. The only proof that is offered, however, proceeds by pointing out 
that the sensory qualities that feature in illusory perceptual experience 
are inherent in sense-experience itself. It forces us to recognize sensory 
qualia. This, however, does not constitute the proof; it is but one stage 
of it. What has to be shown in addition is that we are directly aware 
of these sensory qualities—or, rather, of whatever it is that possesses 
th^rn as objects. Only then will the normal object be edged out of its 
presumed position as object of immediate awareness. Only then will 
transcendence have been lost. So all we have to show, in order to 
block the Argument, is that we are not direcdy aware of whatever it is 
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that possesses such qualities, so that awareness of the latter does not 
cognitively mediate our awareness of normal physical objects. Showing 
that such bearers are sense-data would carry the Argument through; 
but that, I have suggested, is what has not been, and cannot be, demon¬ 
strated . 29 An alternative is that what bear such qualities are sensations. 
As soon as this is said, however, phenomenological considerations do 
become relevant. It can be shown, and I have shown, the way in which 
sensations, though “in” consciousness, are not objects for conscious¬ 
ness. They are not objects for consciousness either in relation to the 
Anstoss , nor in relation to the perceptual constancies. Phenomenology 
by itself cannot, to be sure, prove transcendence; but that has never 
been the question here. What phenomenology can do is block an ar¬ 
gument that would seek to deprive of us such transcendence. This 
achieved, we can interpret the constant appearance of a single un¬ 
changing object amid varying sensations in perceptual constancy and 
the Anstoss as what, in the absence of an argument to the contrary, and 
in accord with the very meaning of the term “illusion,” we should natu¬ 
rally take it to be: the varying appearance of the normal object of per¬ 
ception. 

Secondly, I do not suggest that what has been achieved so far suffices 
to vindicate Direct Realism even within what I have delimited as the 
Philosophy of Perception. What I suggest is that it is capable of sus¬ 
taining Direct Realism in the face of the Argument from Illusion. This 
work is in two parts because we have a second argument to consider, 
the Argument from Hallucination, where the issue of transcendence 
will take centre stage. It is, indeed, far from obvious how the present 
account of perceptual consciousness can put us in a position to answer 
this second, and much more serious, challenge to Direct Realism. 
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IN THE INTRODUCTION to this work I suggested that all arguments 
against Direct Realism can be seen as employing the principle of the 
Indiscernibility of Identicals. They all attempt to find some discrep¬ 
ancy between the perceived normal object and the immediate object of 
awareness. In Part I we looked at an argument based upon qualitative 
discrepancy. In this part we turn our attention to a discrepancy con¬ 
cerning existence. The most obvious such case, falling with the domain 
of the Philosophy of Perception, is that of hallucination, where a sub¬ 
ject seems to perceive a normal physical object, but where none such 
exists at all. Or rather—since there could be a situation in which a sub¬ 
ject hallucinates an object just where there really is such a one—where 
the subject seems to perceive a physical object, but where there is in re¬ 
ality no physical object which is the one he seems to perceive. (If I hal¬ 
lucinate a stain on a wall exactly where there really is just such a stain, it 
is not that stain that I seem to see. Although in some sense “accurate,” 
this experience is not “veridical” in the sense in which I shall employ 
the term.) This is definitive of hallucination, as philosophers have 
come to use the term, and pinpoints the essential way in which halluci¬ 
nation differs from illusion. In illusion, although a physical object ap¬ 
pears other than it actually is, that very object is really perceived; in 
hallucination, “that” physical object does not exist. No doubt most ac¬ 
tual hallucinations are partial, in the sense that an object is hallucinated 
against a genuinely perceived background: you hallucinate a pink rat, 
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say, in the middle of the carpet, just to the right of that chair, both of 
which you genuinely perceive. As far as the specifically hallucinatory 
aspect of such a situation goes, however, it remains the case that there is 
an element of your perceptual field that constitutes, or goes towards 
constituting, a perception of no physical object whatsoever. If you are 
misperceiving a part of the carpet as a pink rat, we have a case of illu¬ 
sion, not hallucination . 1 

Another situation that has been used for motivating an argument 
against Direct Realism based upon a discrepancy in existence is double 
vision. Hume believed that such a phenomenon allowed him to refute 
Direct Realism in a couple of sentences: “When we press one eye with 
a finger, we immediately perceive all the objects to become double, and 
one half of them to be remov’d from their common and natural posi¬ 
tion. But as we do not attribute a continu’d existence to both these per¬ 
ceptions, and as they are both of the same nature, we clearly perceive, 
that all our perceptions are dependent on our organs, and the disposi¬ 
tion of our nerves and animal spirits .” 2 In such cases a normal object is, 
we naturally believe, indeed perceived; the problem is that there are 
two objects of awareness, at least one of which, it would therefore seem, 
must be non-identical to the normal object. It is sometimes objected 
that in such cases of induced double vision one of the apparent objects 
always appears more intangible and ghostly than the other, and also 
that the former eventually dissolves into the latter, more substantial 
one. True though this is, it could be replied in turn that, ghostly or not, 
a second object of some sort is there, so that we must recognize at least 
one non-normal object of awareness in such cases. Doubtless, however, 
the ghosdy nature of the supplementary objects will render implausible 
the eventual claim that all objects of perception have the same ontolog¬ 
ical status as such spectres. As a matter of fact, however, in a different 
type of case of double vision the situation is quite different. If one fo¬ 
cuses on a distant object, any interposed physical object will appear 
double, as Reid emphasized. Here, although it is still the case that one 
of the apparent objects always looks insubstantial—we can, for exam¬ 
ple, see through it—we can, by shifts of attention, make either object 
the substantial one and the one into which the other “dissolves,” and 
so, it would seem, paradoxically determine which object is the “real” 
one. The problem with all such double vision cases, however, is that the 
Direct Realist can deny that two objects are seen: rather, he will say, 
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one object is perceived twice or perceived double or as double. Al¬ 
though this manoeuvre may eventually prove unsatisfactory, the case of 
hallucination is not beset with such an additional difficulty. Any prob¬ 
lem that double vision may genuinely present for Direct Realism will 
surely emerge in an analogous, and simpler, form in a consideration of 
hallucination. 

Another perceptual situation that is commonly discussed as involv¬ 
ing a discrepancy in existence is the having of an after-image . 3 As a re¬ 
sult of an after-image I can take myself to be seeing a dark patch on a 
facing surface when there is no such patch there that I am seeing. Here, 
too, we seem to have a non-normal object of awareness. The weakness 
with such a reliance on after-images, however, is that they become ap¬ 
parently normal objects of awareness for us only when “projected” on 
to other objects; and it is open to a Direct Realist to claim that it is 
these latter normal objects of which we are aware, the after-image 
merely serving to mislead us as to the characteristics of these objects. 
We are dealing, in short, with cases of illusion. I shall, therefore, in this 
part focus specifically on hallucination, and we may term the argument 
against Direct Realism with which we are to be concerned for the re¬ 
mainder of this work the “Argument from Hallucination”—henceforth 
“the Argument.” 

The preceding remarks about after-images may, however, suggest a 
worry about the ability of even hallucination to ground an objection to 
Direct Realism. For perhaps it is the case that all hallucinations are 
only partial. If the pink rat is always hallucinated against a genuinely 
perceived background, is this not also a case of “projection” on to a real 
object in the physical environment? Perhaps to hallucinate a pink rat in 
the middle of the carpet is always to misperceive a patch of carpet. If so, 
we should again have reverted to nothing better than the Argument 
from Illusion. Such a manoeuvre has very little plausibility, however. If 
the rat seems to jump through the air, across an open window, what can 
we say it is that you are misperceiving? The air (though air is not visi¬ 
ble)? Part of the distant sky (though the object seems to be but a few 
feet away from me)? In any case, although I shall myself, for ease of ex¬ 
position, sometimes use examples of partial hallucination, the Argu¬ 
ment can be based on the possible occurrence of total hallucinations: 
cases where an entire perceptual field is hallucinatorily induced. Per¬ 
haps there are no actual cases of such total hallucination, but as we shall 
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see, as with the Argument from Illusion the mere possibility of halluci¬ 
nations is enough to inaugurate an argument against Direct Realism. 
That said, let us turn to the Argument itself. 

The Argument from Hallucination has a structure closely parallel to 
that of the Argument from Illusion, so we can be relatively brief in its 
presentation. The first stage is the simple claim that hallucinations are 
possible; or, more precisely, that for any veridical perception, it is pos¬ 
sible that there should be a hallucination with exactly the same subjec¬ 
tive character. So a subject could hallucinate in such a way that he 
seems to see a book in front of him, and seems to be reading it, in a 
manner that exacdy matches your own present experience of reading 
this book . 4 Guido Kiing, for one, has objected to this: “It is often 
claimed that as far as the experience of the subject is concerned a naive 
hallucination [that is, one where the subject is taken in] is not distin¬ 
guishable from a genuine perception. I do not think that this is true. 
But it may happen that the experiencing subject does not pay attention 
to distinguishing features which are present in the experience .” 5 What 
might these telltale features be? I can only think that Kiing has in mind 
the possibility that the object should follow one’s gaze, as an after-im¬ 
age does; or that the “image” does not properly occlude objects in front 
of which it is apparently situated; or at least that the experience in some 
way fails to embody a full sense of reality. If the suggestion is—as it 
must be if it is to carry any weight at this point—that a hallucinatory 
state of perceptual consciousness that lacked any such telltale signs is 
an absolute impossibility , I find it to be wholly without plausibility. 

Having claimed that lifelike hallucinations are possible, the Argu¬ 
ment proceeds to claim, as its second stage, that a hallucinating subject 
is aware of something. When you hallucinate, though you are indeed not 
really seeing or smelling or otherwise perceiving any real object or 
phenomenon in your environment, you are surely aware of something. 
Since, however, you are, ex hypothesi, not aware of a normal object, we 
have to recognize a non-normal object of awareness—an image, or 
sense-datum, or what have you—for any case of hallucination. Having 
established this, the Argument proceeds to its generalizing stage: what 
holds true of possible hallucination goes for all perceptual experience. 
Even in so-called veridical perceptual situations you are never aware, at 
least directly, of a normal physical object. 

When we compare our two arguments, from illusion and from hallu- 
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cination, I believe a natural initial reaction is the following. With re¬ 
spect to the Argument from Illusion, the dubious step was the very in¬ 
troduction of non-normal objects of awareness. Once this is granted, 
the generalizing step seems plain sailing. With the Argument from 
Hallucination the opposite seems to be the case. For the claim that a 
hallucinating person is aware of nothing whatever seems initially prepos¬ 
terous. Consider your present perceptual state: you are certainly aware 
of something. Now consider the possible hallucinatory course of expe¬ 
rience that is qualitatively identical to your present one. It would, for 
such a subject, be subjectively exactly as it is for you now. This subject, if 
asked to report on what he was aware of, would reply just as you would 
now. This subject too can shift his attention from one to another part 
of his visual field, or from what he sees to what he is hearing; he can 
scrutinize objects more closely and can describe what he is aware of. 
Such reports would not be mere make-believe. Does the subject not say 
what he does because he is aware of things possessing a manifest phe¬ 
nomenal character? Here Broad’s question comes back with full force: 
if such a hallucinating subject is not aware of anything, why does he say 
that he sees a page of print, as opposed to a motor-car or nothing at all? 
In relation to the Argument from Illusion, Broad’s challenge was seen 
to have less than complete authority. In Part I, I attempted to show 
how we can defend our conviction that it is a normal object of which we 
are aware when we are subject to illusory appearances. In the hallucina¬ 
tory case, however, there would seem to be no such candidate normal 
object; and so it is not clear how we can avoid the introduction of a 
non-normal object of awareness. As we shall see in the following chap¬ 
ter, the denial that a hallucinating subject is aware of anything has 
been made—and by not inconsiderable philosophers. I think it must be 
granted, however, that such a denial has very little initial plausibility. 
Indeed, I think it fair to say that such a denial is made only as a last des¬ 
perate effort to defend Direct Realism at all cost. 

On the other hand, although the introduction of non-normal objects 
to account for hallucination may seem quite reasonable, the generaliz¬ 
ing step may initially appear to have no plausibility whatsoever. Why 
on earth should the same kind of object be involved in such radically 
dissimilar cognitive situations as hallucination and genuine perception? 
Indeed, the very plausibility of recognizing non-normal hallucinatory 
objects may seem to work against the plausibility of the generalizing 
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move. For the Argument from Hallucination, unlike the Argument 
from Illusion, initially introduces a non-normal object of awareness 
only in the case of the radical loss of perceptual contact with the en¬ 
vironing world that is involved in hallucination. The following re¬ 
stricted form of Direct Realism may therefore seem to be a plausib e 
response to the Argument: That we are, in perceptual consciousness, 
always immediately aware of normal objects, except when we halluci¬ 
nate This, indeed, bids fair to be called the view of enlightened com¬ 
mon sense. (Incidentally, I shall be using the term “genuine percep¬ 
tion” to cover veridical and illusory perceptions, but not hallucinatory 
states. I shall, however, often speak of hallucinatory states as being 
phenomenologically “perceptual” in character—since the claim that 
there could possibly be states that are phenomenologically identical to 
genuine perceptions is simply the first premise of our Argument.) 

As with the Argument from Illusion, it is at this point that the possi¬ 
ble qualitative identity, or indiscernibility, of veridical and hallucina¬ 
tory experiences is generally emphasized. Although some weight was 
accorded to the issue of qualitative identity in motivating acceptance of 
the generalizing move in the context of the Argument from Illusion, it 
will be recalled that the conclusive reason for making the move in that 
context arose from the very concept of illusion itself, according to 
which we are aware of the same object in illusion as we could perceive 
vertically. To deny the generalizing move there would effectively have 
been to deny the existence of illusions, and to treat them all as halluci¬ 
nations. Such a reason is, of course, inapplicable when we are, as now, 
explicitly concerned with hallucination. What, therefore, a proponent 
of the Argument needs to do is to find some undeniable ground for 
holding that hallucinations, qua experiences, share a common nature 
with genuine perceptions, in virtue of which hallucinations, equally 
with genuine perceptions, must be allocated a non-normal object as the 
immediate object of awareness. The possible subjective indiscernibility 
of genuine perceptions and hallucinations may well appear to be such a 
ground. And perhaps the most intuitively compelling way of marshal¬ 
ling such possible indiscernibility is to suppose that a hallucination oc¬ 
curs that precisely matches what the subject would see (or otherwise 
perceive) around him if he were not hallucinating, and then that genu¬ 
ine perception is so deftly restored that no subjective change at all is expe¬ 
rienced by the subject. If it is granted, by the second step of the Argu- 
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ment, that the subject is at first aware of a non-normal object in this 
situation, how can the subject be aware, at least directly, of anything 
other than this self-same non-normal object when nothing whatever 
experientially changes for the subject? Surely, the subject is, here, con¬ 
tinuously aware of the same persisting object. 

Nevertheless, a denial that hallucination and genuine perception 
have a common nature is central to an increasingly influential account 
of perception, deriving from the work of J. M; Hinton—one that is 
commonly known as the “disjunctive” account of perception. This view 
denies that subjective indiscernibility—which only means sameness as 
far as the subject can tell—is a true guide to the actual nature of experi¬ 
ences, to the “what-it-is” of such experiences, as Hinton puts it . 6 On 
the disjunctive account of these matters, although the subject may 
definitely know something about the character of his conscious state 
while yet being unsure whether he is hallucinating or genuinely per¬ 
ceiving, it is denied that such knowledge indicates that there is an 
identifiable component in such experiences that is a “common core”— 
one that, if it were to occur in isolation, would be a hallucination, but 
is, or is a constituent of, a genuine perception when it is supplemented 
by various extraneous, primarily causal, factors relating that experience 
to the physical environment. That is to say, it is regarded as a tempta¬ 
tion to jump to the conclusion that it is just such a sensory state that 
our subject definitely knows to obtain. The target of the disjunctive 
theory is, as Hinton puts it, “the doctrine of the ‘experience’ as the 
common element in a given perception and its perfect illusion,” “a sort 
of as-it-were-picture-seeing [that] occurs as a common constituent of 
illusion and true perception .” 7 (Given our present concerns, for “illu¬ 
sion” read “hallucination.”) To use John McDowell’s often echoed 
phrase, what is rejected is a “highest common factor” account of expe¬ 
rience . 8 Perhaps it is true that a certain subject cannot tell whether he is 
genuinely perceiving something or merely hallucinating, and yet know 
that he is at least having an experience of a certain character; neverthe¬ 
less, such epistemological facts should not lead us to infer that the sub¬ 
ject is aware of enjoying a kind of experience of a determinate nature 
that is independent of whether he is genuinely perceiving or hallucinat¬ 
ing. To underline the falsity of such an inference, the disjunctive theory 
proposes that we best express what our subject definitely does know in 
such a situation as his knowing either that he is perceiving something of 
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such and such a sort or that he is hallucinating such a thing . 9 This is, to 
be sure, something that our subject definitely does know; and yet there 
is no suggestion that what he knows is that he is enjoying an experience 
w’ith a determinate nature. Indeed, the nature of the state is precisely 
what is left open by such a construal of the situation. Such an either / 
or statement is, it is claimed, the bottom line in specifying what is occur¬ 
ring —something that is not further decomposable into an inner state 
(common to perception and hallucination) and extra conditions, the 
holding or not of which determines whether the case is that of percep¬ 
tion or hallucination. In short, we should not follow Taine’s famous 
characterization of perception as a “true hallucination”—an intrinsi¬ 
cally world-independent sensory state plus various other conditions 
(though no doubt ones involving causality as well as “truth ”). 10 So even 
the most initially compelling employment of subjective indiscernibility 
—the switch from a hallucination to a genuine perception without any 
noticeable change at all—is simply rejected by the disjunctives: de¬ 
spite the lack of any subjectively registered change, the subject in such 
a situation would indeed be aware of two different objects—one hallu¬ 
cinatory, and one real—that he cannot tell apart from one another. If 
the disjunctive account of experience is accepted, the generalizing 
move of our Argument will, of course, have no plausibility, since there 
will be no common nature to hallucinations and genuine perceptions to 
warrant the generalization of the introduction of non-normal objects 
of awareness from hallucinations to all perceptual situations. 

A number of writers have argued that the generalizing step can be 
forced through, and hence the “disjunctivist” proposal refuted, by ap¬ 
peal to the principle that the same kind of total, proximate cause gives 
rise to the same kind of effect . 11 The idea is perhaps best explained 
by reference to a well-known passage in Russell: “Science holds that, 
when we see the sun , 5 there is a process, starting from the sun, travers¬ 
ing the space between the sun and the eye, changing its character when 
it reaches the eye, changing its character again in the optic nerve and’ 
the brain, and finally producing the event which we call ‘seeing the 
sun -’” 12 If we replicate just the last events in the optic nerve and brain, 
shall we not generate exactly the same kind of visual experience as we 
have when we really see the sun—one that because of its unusual aetiol¬ 
ogy cannot be regarded as a genuine seeing of the sun, but must count 
as a hallucination? The suggestion is that since any hallucination in- 
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volves awareness of a non-normal object, and since, moreover, such a 
hallucination may be generated in a subject by precisely replicating the 
proximate afferent inputs to the brain that occur during any veridical 
perception—so that any such veridical perception has the very same 
kind of total immediate cause as some possible hallucination—such 
veridical perceptions, too, must, by the causal principle, also involve 
awareness of a non-normal object . 13 

In fact, however, a blanket application of such a causal principle to 
the psychological domain is not something that can be uncontrover- 
sially relied upon these days. Hinton, for example, writes that “there is 
the feeling that if not everything, then at any rate every effect, must be 
what you might call ‘narrowly identifiable’; meaning that one can state 
the what-it-is of it, to a degree of exactitude which satisfies normal hu¬ 
man interest in the matter, without having to know what its proximate, 
let alone more remote, cause is .” 14 He clearly means this to be a diag¬ 
nosis of an error. And Paul Snowdon explicitly claims that perceptual 
experience is “essentially tied to a certain sort of cause .” 15 Indeed, a po¬ 
sition commonly known as “externalism” is widely accepted by philos¬ 
ophers today. The central tenet of externalism is that what cognitive 
state you are in is not a matter that can be specified independently of 
your relationship to an environment: that, as far as the cognitive do¬ 
main is concerned, “methodological solipsism”—the claim that one 
can fully determine the nature of one’s mental states by reflexion or 
apperception—is false. Externalists admit that there will indeed be 
something inner that is common to those in subjectively.identical states, 
but insist that what can be thus identified as common is not identifiable 
as something cogjiitive. As McDowell says of such supposed inner con¬ 
tents, “These ‘contents’ could not yield answers to the question what it 
is that someone thinks; there is really no reason to recognize them as 
contents at all .” 16 They are at best content “bearers” or “vehicles .” 17 
Applied to the topic of perception, the externalist claim is that the no¬ 
tion of being aware of an object is, though no doubt distinct in various 
ways from thinking, at least cognitive in the relevant sense, and so es¬ 
capes the application of the causal principle. 

It should not be thought that the following argument, due to C. D. 
Broad, suffices to rule out the viability of externalism, at least with re¬ 
spect to perception: “Suppose it could be shown that the occurrence of 
a certain disturbance in a certain part of a person’s brain at a certain 
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time is the immediate sufficient condition of his then having an experi¬ 
ence which he would naturally describe as seeing or hearing or feeling a 
foreign object of a certain kind in a certain place. Then it would follow 
at once that the actual presence of such an object at that place at that 
time cannot be a necessary condition of the occurrence of the experience. 
From this it would follow at once that the experience cannot be, as it ap¬ 
pears to be to the person, a prehension [a direct awareness] of the ob¬ 
ject in question .” 18 This is not adequate to rule out the possibility in 
question because, for one thing, the logical principle on which Broad 
seems to rely here—that if X is sufficient for Y then nothing else is nec¬ 
essary for Y —is unsound. The correct principle is that if X is sufficient 
for Y, then nothing else is necessary for Y except what is necessary for X 
itself. In the case in question, Broad’s argument leaves it open that the 
“foreign object” may itself be necessary for the cerebral disturbance in 
question. Doubtless Broad assumed that no such necessary dependence 
would be present, but whether such an assumption is warranted de¬ 
pends upon precisely how we are to understand what it is for which 
such a brain disturbance would suffice. Broad characterizes it as “an ex¬ 
perience which [the subject] would naturally describe as. . . .” One way 
of reading this is as saying that a certain type of brain event is sufficient 
to give rise to some experience or other with a certain phenomenal 
character. So read, the claim is doubtless true; and given that no type of 
brain event is necessarily the result of the presence of any “foreign ob¬ 
ject” at all, Broad’s assumption would also be justified, and we should 
be warranted in concluding that no subjectively specified type of expe¬ 
rience requires the presence of any such object. This, however, falls 
short of the conclusion Broad intends to secure: that no such object can 
be necessary to any individual experience with a given subjective char¬ 
acter. In order to reach this conclusion, Broad will have to defend both 
of the following two possibilities: first, that a particular brain distur¬ 
bance that was caused by a certain object could have been caused by an¬ 
other object (or none)—that is to say, a certain thesis about individual 
essences; and second, that neurological facts suffice to determine not 
only the phenomenal, but also the cognitive, character of an experi¬ 
ence—to determine, for example, whether it is a case of direct aware¬ 
ness of a normal object or not. Failing to address these issues is simply 
to beg the question against “externalism,” which claims, in relation to 
perception, that two subjectively identical experiences may differ in 
that one is, and one is not, the direct awareness of a normal object— 
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with die implication that the latter, that veiy experience , could not exist 
without its normal object. No possible development of neurology or 
psychophysics could have any bearing on these issues. Although the 
causal principle in question may perhaps be acceptable at a purely sci¬ 
entific or naturalistic level of description, the currently widespread ac¬ 
ceptance of externalism in the philosophy of mind and cognition shows 
that it would be at least strategically weak to rely on the principle in 
cognitive contexts. Because of this, I propose not to rely on any such 
blanket appeal to the causal principle, but to attempt to push through 
the generalizing step, given that the earlier stages of the Argument have 
been accepted , on. a different, though related, basis. The qualification 
here is important. What I hope to demonstrate in the rest of this chap¬ 
ter is strictly conditional in nature: that if non-normal objects are ac¬ 
cepted as objects of immediate awareness for cases of hallucination, the 
generalizing step goes through, and Direct Realism is shown to be 
false . 19 

What both genuine perceptions and possible hallucinations have in 
common, experientially, is that they are both sensory in character. In 
other words, the very same sensory qualities, or qualia, that are actually 
present to consciousness when we genuinely perceive may be present 
in a merely hallucinatory state. The first step to take in order to push 
through the generalizing move is simply to claim that such a hallucina¬ 
tory realization of sensory qualities is metaphysically possible, and to 
interpret the initial premise of the Argument—that hallucinations are 
possible—in this sense. 

A number of writers have, however, denied even this weak claim. 
R. J. Hirst, for example, writes that “Naive Realism can escape ... by 
denying that having an hallucination is perceiving or perceptual con¬ 
sciousness . . . [Djespite subjective similarity the mode and objects of 
consciousness in hallucination differ in kind from those in genuine per¬ 
ception . . . The Argument from Hallucination is thus answered by the 
suggestion that hallucinations are vivid, and especially eidetic, men¬ 
tal imagery; and where the subject is deceived by this imagery it is be¬ 
ing confused with genuine perception owing to various disposing fac¬ 
tors .” 20 More recently, Brian O’Shaughnessy has written, in relation to 
vision, that “neither [hallucinatory nor dream] experience is a visual ex¬ 
perience, being instead episodes in the visual imagination that are of 
such a kind that necessarily and delusorily they seem at the time to 
their owner indistinguishable from visual experience”; later he claims 
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that “all hallucinations necessarily are caused by a diminution in the 
sense of reality .” 21 And even more recently John Hyman has contended 
that, far from being qualitatively indistinguishable, genuine perception 
and hallucination sustain only “a non-symmetric doxastic relation”— 
that is, hallucinating subjects at best merely believe that they are expe¬ 
riencing the way a genuine perceiver does—so that hallucination is but 
“a pseudo experience .” 22 The drawing of some such distinction has, in¬ 
deed, an ancient pedigree: the Stoics, for example, distinguished be¬ 
tween phantasm and phantasma , the latter being a “fancy of the mind 
[dokesis dianoias] such as occurs while asleep,” whereas the former is an 
“impression [typosis] in the soul .” 23 If hallucinations are intrinsically of a 
different character from genuinely perceptual experiences, and if it is 
only confusion in the subject that leads him to mistake a non-sensory 
state for a sensory one, then there is little prospect of convincing any¬ 
one of the plausibility of the Argument’s generalizing step. 

Now, I believe it would be unwise to dispute the claim that most, and 
perhaps all, actual cases of hallucination are instances of the kind of 
vivid imagery suggested. Nevertheless, the Argument can proceed even 
if this is true. Indeed, it is possible for the Argument to proceed even 
if we were to accept, for reasons deriving from the work of Hilary 
Putnam and Saul Kripke on reference and essence, that if this is true, 
hallucinations are necessarily such vivid imaginings, and essentially not 
sensory states. (The occurrence of the term “necessarily” in the previ¬ 
ous quotation from O’Shaughnessy seems to indicate that he holds 
such a position.) For it would be a mistake to infer from this concession 
that the kind of state required by the Argument is not possible, and that 
it can therefore be blocked at its very first stage. This would be a mis¬ 
take because, as with the Argument from Illusion, all that the present 
Argument requires is that there could possibly be genuine sensory experi¬ 
ences of the same intrinsic, qualitative character as veridical percep¬ 
tions, but which are not veridical, nor even merely illusory: subjectively 
perceptual states that are not the perception of any normal object—a 
claim that O’Shaughnessy, for one, accepts . 24 Whether such states are 
properly to be called “hallucinations” is a question of little moment. 
This being so, I shall continue, in the absence of any handy term, to re¬ 
fer to the possibility in question as one concerning hallucination. Per¬ 
haps perceptual experiences of the same subjective character as genuine 
perceptions never actually occur in the absence of a normal object. Per- 
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haps it would be fiendishly difficult, or practically impossible, for a 
neurophysiologist to replicate precisely the conditions for perceptual 
experience. Is it, though, absolutely impossible that such a thing should 
occur? If not, the Argument is up and running. 

Although the assertion of the mere possibility in principle of truly 
sensory^ states of consciousness that are not genuine perceptions is so 
extraordinarily weak that I believe it would be absurd to deny it, in case 
any reader should have doubts on this score, the assertion is supported 
by both of the following considerations. First, I believe that in Part I 
we have seen beyond a shadow of a doubt that no sensation, of what¬ 
ever kind, is necessarily intentional in character. Now, hallucinatory 
states are certainly not a matter of merely enjoying “meaningless” sen¬ 
sations. They are genuinely perceptual in phenomenological character, 
being at least ostensibly directed intentionally to objects in the physical 
environment. JBut in virtue of such an extra phenomenological richness 
they can hardly be thought necessarily to lose the sensuous character 
that even sheer sensation possesses! Secondly, although it is debatable 
whether the previously discussed causal principle applies unrestrictedly 
to the psychological domain, it is surely not open to serious question 
that it does apply with respect to the merely sensory character of con¬ 
scious states. If the activity of your optic nerve when you are genuinely 
perceiving something green is precisely replicated artificially, you will, 
other things about you being normal, seem to see something green in a 
genuinely sensoiy manner. Doubt has recently been cast by several writ¬ 
ers on whether intentional states are truly attributable to a “brain in a 
vat”—a subject who would indeed fall within the class of hallucinators 
here in question. (Indeed, a suitably stimulated brain in a vat is perhaps 
the simplest case to have in mind when thinking about the Argument: 
a case of total hallucination in all sense modalities.) But a denial that 
such an envatted subject could possibly enjoy sensory experiences at all 
would be, as they say, heroic. A brain in a vat may perhaps wholly lack 
cognition of its environment; but it cannot, if it is otherwise function¬ 
ing normally, seriously be supposed to be wholly non-conscious, like a 
stone. If such a brain were before you, would you happily excite it in a 
way that is known to give rise to excruciating pain in a normal embod¬ 
ied subject? McDowell sometimes characterizes a subject isolated from 
interaction with a physical environment in terms of inner darkness . 25 
Now, perhaps McDowell does not wish to deny all sentience to such a 
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subject ; 26 perhaps he means merely to express in a dramatic way the fact 
that such a subject radically lacks any cognition of the outside world, 
and that opposition to the disjunctive account of experience works with 
a picture of inner subjectivity which entails that the “world has to be 
conceived as letting in no light from outside .” 27 But the metaphor is 
wholly misleading. It is possible for the subject of a disembodied, but 
suitably stimulated, brain to be conscious; it is possible that it be with 
this subject experientially as though he were ordinarily perceiving a 
world. Indeed, by direct stimulation of the brain we can already induce 
flashes of light in the visual experience of embodied subjects. Such 
phosphenes are incompatible with everything being “dark within” in 
any straightforward sense of these words. To deny all of this is to deny 
that there is such a thing as psychophysics at all. 

So, the initial premise of our Argument is that it is a metaphysical 
possibility that a conscious state with the same sensory character as any 
veridical perception should obtain even though that state is not the 
perception of any physical object or phenomenon: a state that is neither 
a mere belief, nor a dream, nor a vivid mental image, nor a state analo¬ 
gous to post-hypnotic suggestion, hunch, or premonition, but one that 
is truly sensory. Even the sheer metaphysical possibility of such states 
occurring is supposed to motivate acceptance of the generalizing step 
of the Argument, because we now have a common nature shared by 
genuine perceptions and possible hallucinations. In virtue of this com¬ 
mon nature, it may be thought, what would be true of such a hallucina¬ 
tion namely, that the subject would be aware of a non-normal ob¬ 
ject ™ true of any genuine perception. 

In fact, however, our newly formulated premise, even though it now 
explicitly contains the claim that genuine perceptions and hallucina¬ 
tions can have at least a common sensory nature, does not by itself 
clearly warrant the generalizing step. That is because accepting such a 
premise is compatible with accepting the disjunctive account of per¬ 
ceptual experience. For although at least some disjunctive theorists, 
such as McDowell, do seem to deny the premise, the essential target of 
the disjunctivists is independent of any issue concerning the possibly 
sensory character of hallucination. For their primary claim is that the 
content of a veridical perceptual state cannot be adequately specified 
without mentioning the particular real-world objects of which the sub¬ 
ject is (directly) aware in virtue of so perceiving . 28 What is being op¬ 
posed here is the conception of perceptual experiences as “amongst the 
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events, the intrinsic natures of which are independent of anything out¬ 
side the subject,” a “tract of reality whose layout would be exactly as 
it is however things stood outside it,” so that “worldly circumstances 
are only externally related to experiences .” 29 On the contrary, when a 
subject perceives a normal physical object, that very object, as John 
McDowell puts it, “figures in” perceptual consciousness . 30 As another 
recent disjunctivist has put it, “To think of conscious experience as a 
highest common factor of vision and hallucination is to think of experi¬ 
ences as states of a type whose intrinsic features are world-indepen¬ 
dent; an intrinsic, or basic, characterization of a state of awareness will 
make no reference to anything external to the subject .” 31 The central 
disjunctivist claim is, therefore, that phenomenology cannot deliver 
the final answer concerning the intrinsic nature of our experiences, 
even qua experiences. Phenomenology does not tell us the “what-it-is” 
of at least some states of consciousness. 

Now, this central contention of the disjunctive theory is surely noth¬ 
ing but Direct Realism itself. For, as McDowell puts it, what is being 
opposed is the view that, even in cases of genuine perception, “one’s ex¬ 
periential intake must . . . fall short of the fact itself’—that is, of the 
worldly fact that is perceived to obtain . 32 There can, for the Direct Re¬ 
alist, be no adequate characterization of a genuine state of perception 
as an experience, as a form of awareness, that leaves out the worldly ob¬ 
ject of which one is aware. For if one attempted such a characteriza¬ 
tion, either one would have to postulate an object of awareness more 
immediate than the worldly object, which simply denies Direct Real¬ 
ism, or one would have to suppose that the perception in itself is wholly 
objectless, which is absurd. Hence, McDowell can characterize the 
non-disjunctivist conception of even genuine perceptions as being 
“blank or blind .” 33 By itself, however, such a claim is not inconsistent 
with the simple recognition that hallucinations are genuinely sensory 
in nature—or, more precisely, with the claim that non-veridical and not 
merely illusory sensory states of perceptual consciousness are possi¬ 
ble—and if it were, that would only show that the disjunctive account, 
and, hence, Direct Realism itself, is false. For it is still open to a dis¬ 
junctivist to claim that two states that are sensorily identical in nature 
can yet differ in cognitive status, in that one is, and the other is not, an 
immediate awareness of some normal physical object. 

So we need one more consideration if we are to motivate the gen¬ 
eralizing step of the Argument. The relevant consideration involves 
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highlighting the importance of the second step in the Argument: the 
claim that the subject of a hallucination, in the sense now explained, is 
aware of a non-normal object. This second step is not supposed to be a 
second premise in the Argument: it is supposed to be entailed by the ini¬ 
tial premise—entailed, that is to say, by the very nature of hallucination 
as it is being understood here. And for the moment we are accepting 
this entailment. Now, although the problem posed for Direct Realism 
by the possibility of hallucination is usually seen as that of how merely 
changing the causal antecedents of a type of sensory state, by plugging 
it into an environment, can make it the case that the immediate object 
of awareness is changed—so that we become immediately aware of a 
physical object in public space, rather than merely hallucinating—a 
much more challenging question is not how another object, a normal 
physical object, can intrude itself upon consciousness in virtue of our 
installing certain causal links, but how the original non-normal object can 
thereby cease to be an object of awareness. The impossibility of answering 
this question satisfactorily arises from the precise reason why a non¬ 
normal object is allocated to hallucination in the first place. Hallucina¬ 
tory consciousness is sensory in nature. It is not like merely thinking or 
imagining an object. Rather, an object seems, as Husserl put it, to be 
bodily present. We do not speak of being “aware” of an object when we 
merely imagine one before us, however concretely we do it. It is pre¬ 
cisely the sensory character of hallucination that leads us to speak of an 
awareness of objects here. In short, if we believe that a hallucinating 
subject is aware of a non-normal object, it is only because hallucination 
is, or involves, a sensory state. It is specifically the sensory character of 
such experiences that means that we are being genuinely confronted by a 
qualitatively characterized, non-normal object. Since genuine percep¬ 
tion differs from such hallucination only in that more is present, any 
perception includes awareness of such a non-normal object. 

Once again, we can bring in causal considerations to make the fore¬ 
going line of thought yet more compelling. When we suitably stimu¬ 
late a subjects brain or afferent nerves, we generate a sensory experi¬ 
ence in the subject. Now, to be sure, not any sensory experience is 
phenomenologically perceptual, as we saw in Part I. If, however, the 
subject is otherwise suitably constituted, such a stimulus will, other 
things being equal, generate an experience that is perceptual in charac¬ 
ter: sensory and at least apparently intentionally directed to a normal 
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object. After all, given that I am the way I now am, nil that is required 
for me to seem to see as I now do is that my retinas be stimulated as 
they now are being. So, although we cannot uncontroversially assume 
that the same proximal physical cause necessarily gives rise to the same 
effect cognitively construed, it would be heroic to deny that it may give 
rise, even in the absence of a normal distal cause, to the same effect 
phenomenally, or sensorily, construed. In short, it is possible to gener¬ 
ate a hallucination in the sense operative here. Let us consider such 
a possible hallucination and the veridical perception that it perfectly 
matches from the subjective viewpoint. Although the latter is a case of 
genuine perception, the ultimate stages of the causal chain leading 
from the environment to the subject’s perception may be identical in 
character to that of the matching hallucination. This final stage alone 
suffices to generate a state characterized with respect to its phenomenal 
character. Therefore, given stage two of the Argument, a non-normal 
object is generated, as in hallucination. There is no getting round this 
fact. By virtue of having, in genuine perception, a more extended causal 
chain that goes right out into the environment, in a way that reliably 
carries information to the subject about die layout of that environment, 
we may, perhaps, find something more in the resulting perceptual state 
than is to be found in any proximately excited hallucination; but we 
cannot find any less. In particular, we cannot suppose the non-normal 
object to be absent. If any further cognitive function in relation to the 
environment is achieved in virtue of the hooking-up of a subject with 
an environment, it is one that must go through the non-normal object 
of which we are directly aware. If we are aware of a physical world, 
realistically conceived, in such perception at all, our awareness of it is 
indirect. Once you introduce immediate, non-normal objects as real 
constituents of any state of perceptual consciousness, they will be in- 
eliminable from the analysis of any such state, genuine or not. Once 
you accept stage two of the Argument, you must accept die Argument 
as a whole and deny Direct Realism. 

At this point, however, it may be suggested that the idea of being 
sensory should itself be subjected to a disjunctive analysis, since there 
are two radically different ways in which a state can be correctly so de¬ 
scribed. In a hallucination the sensory aspect of the experience is en¬ 
tirely a characteristic of a conscious state generated in the subject: sen¬ 
sation is generated by the operation of the sensory centres of the brain. 
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In genuine perception, on the other hand, the sensuousness that is 
present in consciousness is a qualitative feature of a normal object in 
the physical world, a feature of which we are transparently aware. This 
particular disjunctive manoeuvre is, however, opposed by two facts. 
First, the suggestion conflicts with an earlier finding of ours. For it re¬ 
lies upon the truth of Naive Realism with respect to sensible qualities; 
and the falsity of this view was, I believe, demonstrated in Chapter 1. 
For I argued there that in order to escape the Argument from Illusion, 
sensory qualia had to be regarded as going toward constituting sensory 
experience itself, in such a way that the realization of such qualia entails 
that a sensory experience is occurring. No such quale can therefore 
characterize an insentient, merely physical object. In short, the sugges¬ 
tion conflicts with the primary / secondary quality distinction, which, I 
have argued, a Direct Realist must accept if he is to withstand the Ar¬ 
gument from Illusion. Secondly, although the suggestion does not con¬ 
flict with the pure form of the Argument from Hallucination as I have 
presented it in the present chapter, as one that relies for its first premise 
on the sheer possibility of genuinely sensory hallucinatory states of 
consciousness, it does conflict with the causal considerations that I 
have introduced to lend extra plausibility to that premise, should it be 
needed. For if it is accepted, as I think it must be, that the proximate 
causes of a hallucination suffice for the generation of a sensory state, a 
state whose sensuous character is internal to that state, then such a state 
is also generated when that causal chain is part of the more extended 
chain that we find in the case of genuine perceptions. At least the 
purely sensory nature of that state cannot, therefore, depend on the 
character of the more distant states of the causal chain involved in gen¬ 
uine perception, as the present proposal suggests. 

As with the Argument from Illusion, therefore, once non-normal 
objects are introduced to account for certain perceptual phenomena, 
the generalizing step is unavoidable, and we are led to acknowledge the 
falsity of Direct Realism. Once again, if our Argument is to be blocked 
at all, it must be at the second stage, where non-normal objects are first 
introduced. Once these objects get into your philosophy, Direct Real¬ 
ism is sunk. 
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THE ARGUMENT FROM HALLUCINATION presents a substantial challenge 
to Direct Realism—one that, moreover, may seem not to be touched by 
anything that was said in the extended defence of Direct Realism in 
Part I of this work. This is because the present argument, like the Ar¬ 
gument from Illusion, will go through once we allow the introduction 
of non-normal objects of awareness at the argument’s second stage. But 
whereas the defence of Direct Realism in Part I essentially consisted in 
an attempt to make comprehensible a resistance to any such introduc¬ 
tion of non-normal objects in relation to the phenomena of illusion, it 
may well seem that any such resistance will be wholly implausible in 
relation to hallucination, since it looks as though it could only take the 
form of a denial that a hallucinating subject is, qua hallucinator, aware 
of anything. Such a denial, as I have said, seems initially preposterous. 
Nevertheless, in recent years just such a denial has notably been made 
by Gareth Evans and John McDowell—who have, moreover, suc¬ 
ceeded in convincing a significant number of other philosophers on 
this point. 1 We need to see, therefore, what may be said in favour of 
such a suggestion. Evans states the view pointedly: when someone hal¬ 
lucinates, “there is literally nothing before his mind.” 2 1 shall term the 
view in question, not unfairly I believe, the “extreme” position. Be¬ 
cause the claim in itself is so utterly implausible, we could be led to em¬ 
brace it only by being shown that it is an implication of certain other 
theses that we have overwhelming reason to accept. If this can be 
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shown, the intrinsic implausibility of the extreme position will have to 
be weighed against the implausibility of denying the facts on which 
these other theses are based. Perhaps it will turn out that our intuitive 
rejection of the extreme position conflicts with certain other equally 
“obvious” things we believe. 

There is, in fact, only one line of argument that goes any way at all 
towards sustaining the extreme position. This is the demonstration 
that the position is entailed by an account of thought that is itself un¬ 
avoidable. This account of thought is, to be sure, itself deemed extreme 
by many. It is, however, considerably less so than the allied position 
with respect to hallucination, and perhaps a convincing case can be 
made for it. We need, therefore, to examine this extreme account of 
thought to see whether it stands up; and, if so, whether it entails some¬ 
thing as surprising as the denial that a hallucinating subject is, as such, 
aware of anything. 

The extreme position on thought is the claim that people can mis¬ 
takenly be under the impression that they are thinking something— 
even people who are not psychologically confused in any sense. As Ev¬ 
ans and McDowell like to put matters, such a subject, although “essay¬ 
ing” a thought, can fail in the enterprise, and come up with but a “mock 
thought. 3 Evans again states the case bluntly: “A subject may essay a 
thought and literally think nothing at all.” 4 We here witness a further 
development of the anti-“Cartesian” perspective that we encountered 
in Chapter 7 in connection with the disjunctive account of experience. 
In a fully Cartesian picture,” writes McDowell, “the inner life takes 
place in an autonomous realm, transparent to the introspective aware¬ 
ness of its subject.”" Disjunctivism, as we have seen, denies this in so 
far as it claims that we do not necessarily know whether our current ex¬ 
perience is a hallucination or a perception of a normal object, even 
though the difference between the two is seen as an intrinsic difference 
in the nature of two kinds of experience. Since there is no cognitive 
core” common to the two cases of which we are immediately aware in 
Cartesian fashion, a core of “facts infallibly knowable by the subject in¬ 
volved in them,” 6 we just do not necessarily know what kind of mental 
state we are in. What we now find is the suggestion that we may even 
mistake whether we are having a thought at all or not. 

You may perhaps be wondering, especially if you have accepted the 
claim made in Part I that thought and conceptualization are essentially 
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irrelevant to the issue of our perceptual contact with the physical 
world, what bearing any claim about the nature of thought could have 
on the problem posed by hallucination. In fact, the extreme view of 
thought does have such a bearing, because of what I shall term the 
“Bridge Principle”—one bridging the spheres of thought and percep¬ 
tion. The principle, which I take to be incontrovertible, is that if we are 
aware of an object, if it appears to us a certain way and we notice this, 
then we are, if we are thinking beings, in a position to entertain a de re 
thought or judgement about that object—at least the judgement that is 
F, or that seems F, where r F' % is the way the thing appears to us. If the 
advocates of the extreme account of thought can convince us that no 
such thought is possible in cases of hallucination, we must indeed con¬ 
clude that a hallucinator is not, as such, aware of any object. 

The ground for this extreme extension of the anti-Cartesian account 
of thought is the idea that certain kinds of thought are object-dependent. 
Certain thoughts —de re thoughts—are so directly about their object 
that they are simply not thinkable if that object does not exist. Since we 
are not infallible as to whether there really is an object in the world 
about which we are purportedly thinking, we are not infallible about 
whether we are entertaining such a thought or not. On the contrary, 
there is, as Evans puts it, a “grave liability- of thinking”; 7 for we are able 
to mistake for true thinking what is but a “mock thought”—something 
that is not genuinely a thought at all, since, as Evans says of the relevant 
cases, There is no such thought to be had.” 8 The extreme position is, 
indeed, commonly viewed as just a matter of thinking through dis— 
junctivism to its natural conclusion. After all, if, as the disjunctive dieo- 
rists claim, objects themselves can figure in thoughts, it may seem that 
in the absence of a suitable object, no such thought is available to be 
thought. Opposition even to this extreme position is perhaps but yet 
another expression of adherence to an outmoded “Cartesian” view of 
the mind. 

This extreme view on thought has itself been almost universally ar¬ 
rived at as a result of certain recent developments in semantics. On the 
basis of considerations too well-known to need rehearsing here, certain 
classes of word are taken to be “directly referential”—that is, to secure 
reference otherwise than by expressing a descriptive condition that 
some object happens to fit. It is also commonly held that a “canonical” 
understanding of such a term must mirror its direct referentiality by 
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functioning as the referential component in a de re thought. Yet al¬ 
though it is such developments in semantics that have persuaded al¬ 
most everyone today that there really is a distinctive class of judge¬ 
ments that are both world-directed and genuinely de re , this is, in fact, 
something that anyone who pretends to defend Direct Realism must 
accept anyway, since perceptual judgements, as we saw in Chapter 2, 
are paradigmatically de re , since they involve acquaintance with objects. 
For the Direct Realist, perception does not stop shon of its (normal) ob¬ 
ject. So, in relation to perceptual judgement, it must be denied that 
such judgement can be possessed of some referential content that is not 
object-involving. Hence, any perceptual judgement essayed in the ab¬ 
sence of its purported object would seem to be bereft of any distinc¬ 
tively perceptual content by virtue of being, as Evans puts it, radically 
ill-grounded. 

Once the de re character of perceptual judgement has been recog¬ 
nized, the road to the extreme position may seem clear. For one thing 
that is distinctive of a genuinely de re thought is that its object is essen¬ 
tial to it. From this it is an immediate inference that the non-existence 
of the object of a de re thought takes away the very possibility of enter¬ 
taining that thought. There cannot be a de re thought without a res. 
What the extreme view on thought holds is that, if you start with a sub¬ 
ject entertaining a de re thought about a certain object, and then con¬ 
sider the situation—the “deficient” situation, as I shall call it—which 
differs from the first only in that that object does not exist and never 
has (together, of course, with anything entailed by such a switch), then 
the subject will be left with but a mock thought. For there may appear 
to be but two alternatives to this conclusion, and both may seem unac¬ 
ceptable. 

The first is the suggestion that in the deficient situation, the subject 
could indeed be having a thought, and one different from the original 
de re thought, but one that has no object. An immediate problem with 
following through such a suggestion is that there is no way of making 
sense of the idea of a thought that lacks an object except in terms of de¬ 
scriptive thoughts, where the thinker secures reference “attributively.” 
There is, for example, relatively little problem in explaining how I can 
think that the tallest giraffe in Tunisia is over ten foot tall, even if there 
are no giraffes in Tunisia. Doubtless something along the lines of Rus¬ 
sell’s Theory of Descriptions, according to which such thoughts are 
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to be accounted for in terms of the exercise of general concepts and 
logical notions, applies here. There is little problem in accounting for 
such thoughts in the absence of any relevant object because, as Keith 
Donnellan remarks about attributive statements, they embody “refer¬ 
ence in a very weak sense.” 0 In the cognitive sphere, McDowell states, 
wholly justifiably in my view, that “the difference [between de re and 
descriptive thoughts] is sufficiently striking to deserve to be marked by 
the stipulation that only the former should count as being in the strict¬ 
est sense about objects.” 10 Merely descriptive thoughts do indeed “stop 
short” of any individual real-world objects. If, by contrast, you take the 
res out of a de re thought, it is far from clear how you could be left with 
any coherent thought at all. For it cannot be sensibly proposed that we 
should be left with some merely descriptive thought here, precisely be¬ 
cause a “deficient” situation is minimally different from its original. In 
particular, in the present context we are concerned with two situations 
that are phenomenologically identical: a veridical perception and its 
possible subjectively perfect hallucinatory replica. Now, whether a sub¬ 
ject is having a descriptive thought or not is something that will be 
open to reflexion by the subject himself. That certain terms are directly 
referential and not descriptive, for example, is something that has been 
realized as a result of a priori reflection. As Evans says, in connection 
with the understanding of proper names, “Knowing ‘NN’ to be an or¬ 
dinary proper name, no one would dream of responding to a challenge 
to the statement ‘NN is the 0’ by saying ‘Oh! I was under the impres¬ 
sion that “NN” is just our name for whoever is the c£\” n A deficient 
subject—one in the situation where “NN” is empty—would respond in 
exactly the same way, of course. Whatever happens when we move 
from a case of de re thought to its deficient counterpart, what does not 
happen is that we get a case of descriptive thinking—for that would not 
be a minimally different counterpart situation. Deficient de re thoughts 
are still purportedly de re. Indeed, we may say that they are de re in 
character. Bringing in descriptivism at this point would not allow our 
deficient subjects even to seem to make immediately object-directed 
judgements. It, equally with the extreme view, denies to such subjects 
the kind of thought they take themselves to be having. This applies 
even more obviously to perceptual judgements than it does to the un¬ 
derstanding of names. 

The second alternative is to hold that when there is no real-world 
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object about which a subject is thinking, such a person could still be 
having a thought, indeed an object-dependent thought, albeit one 
about a different object. In many cases, however, this suggestion has lit¬ 
tle plausibility. We now have it on the highest authority that there was 
no such person as St. George. If this is so, then, according to the ex¬ 
treme view, we have all been mistaken in believing that we have ever 
thought about St. George. We have “essayed” such thoughts, but since 
there are no such thoughts to be had, we have on such occasions re¬ 
peatedly failed really to think anything. The present suggestion rejects 
this initially implausible view—but only by suggesting that we were re¬ 
ally thinking of something else! And what would that be? Given that 
merely descriptive, thinking has been ruled out, no remotely plausible 
candidate suggests itself. Since, therefore, the extreme view on thought 
seems to have powerful considerations in its favour, let us now see what 
effect accepting it has on the issue of hallucination. 12 

The extreme position on the nature of thought may be felt to entail 
the extreme position with respect to hallucination in virtue of the 
Bridge Principle: that if we are perceptually aware of an object, we are 
in a position, in principle, to think de re about that very object. So let us 
suppose that a perceiver of some normal object makes a perceptual 
judgement about it. Now, a hallucinator may differ from this perceiver 
only minimally. As far as the hallucinator can tell, he is in the same situ¬ 
ation as the genuine perceiver. The hallucinator could, therefore, “es¬ 
say the same kind of world-directed de re thought as the genuine 
perceiver succeeded in thinking, although of course he would come up 
with but a mock thought. If, however, no de re judgement is possible in 
the hallucinatory situation, we must conclude, by the Bridge Principle, 
that a hallucinating subject is not, qua hallucinator, aware of anything 
at all. It is perhaps as a result of a line of reasoning such as this that Ev¬ 
ans can assert that the extreme view on hallucination “is really no more 
than a corollary” of Direct Realism, since the latter is nothing but the 
claim that if in perception anything is before the mind, it is the public 
objects themselves, not some internal representative of them.” 13 

Once again, there may appear to be but two alternatives to the ex¬ 
treme construal of the deficient, hallucinatory variation of a genuine 
perception; and once again the descriptive alternative has no plausibil¬ 
ity whatever, for essentially the same reasons as before. But although 
the second suggestion mentioned earlier in connection with St. 
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George—that when we “subtract” the object from a de re thought, we 
end up with a de re thought-with a diffei'ent object—had little plausi¬ 
bility in that non-perceptual case, in the present context it is a much 
more reasonable suggestion. For in the present case, talk of subtraction 
means that we are dealing with a case of hallucination; and prior to the 
last couple of decades almost every thinker who turned his attention to 
this issue was of the opinion not only that it is plausible, but also that 
it is overwhelmingly obvious, that a hallucinating subject is aware of 
something different from a normal object: a sense-datum, or sensation, 
or sense-impression, or whatever. This is the view that at least initially 
presents itself as the obvious alternative to the extreme position; in¬ 
deed, as an obviously more plausible alternative. We need, therefore, 
to look for additional support for the extreme view if it is to make 
good its case. We shall find no such argument in the writings of John 
McDowell. He prefers, rather, to engage in the following strategy: to 
argue that the extreme view is entailed by Direct Realism, then to be 
rude about those who would abandon such Realism, and finally to offer 
diagnoses for their mistake. As will shordy emerge, I believe that the 
case against the extreme view in relation to hallucination is so over¬ 
whelming that if the state of play is indeed as McDowell suggests, it is 
Direct Realism that should be abandoned. 14 When we turn to the writ¬ 
ings of Gareth Evans, however, it is possible to find the suggestion of 
an argument for the extreme position, which at least deserves serious 
consideration. 

THE ARGUMENT we are to consider for the extreme view of hallucina¬ 
tion centres on the conditions that are necessary for understanding. 
The crucial claim is that understanding perceptual reports is impossi¬ 
ble in the absence of an actual, real-world object. So the argument con¬ 
cerns a certain type of linguistic understanding. Because of this, the 
overall argument requires there to be a necessary relationship of some 
sort between thought and language. The argument that I am about to 
reconstruct from Evans’s writings relies specifically on two principles 
here, the first of which Evans never explicitly propounds, but which I 
believe he would endorse (and which is anyway extremely plausible). I 
shall call it the “Expressibility Thesis.” It is the claim that any thought 
we have is expressible in a significant linguistic utterance. One could, 
indeed, reasonably have doubts about such a claim in an unrestricted 
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form. Why should it be that all of the enormous variety of states of 
consciousness, even the variety that would be deemed to be of “cog¬ 
nitive” or “epistemic” significance, are necessarily capturable in lan¬ 
guage? Some reasons for being doubtful about this were, indeed, pre¬ 
sented in Part I, when we investigated the suggestion that concepts are 
necessarily implicated in perception. There is, however, a restricted 
version of the Expressibility Thesis that is all that the present argument 
requires. For although it may be that not everything in consciousness 
can receive adequate expression in language, would it not be deeply 
puzzling if a linguistically competent subject could not, even in princi¬ 
ple, and in the most favourable of circumstances, give expression to die 
fact that he is aware of something—indeed, of something of a certain 
sort? The Bridge Principle already has it that if a hallucinating subject 
is aware of an object, he is in a position to make a de re judgement about 
it. It is difficult to understand why such a judgement should be incapa¬ 
ble of receiving expression—if only in the form “That is F” where “F” 
stands for some property sensibly possessed by the supposedly halluci¬ 
nated object. 

The second principle, which Evans does explicitly propound, I shall 
call the “Comprehensibility Thesis”: any meaningful linguistic utter¬ 
ance is capable, in principle, of being understood. A necessarily incom¬ 
prehensible utterance is hardly an “expression” of anything at all, but 
just meaningless mouthing. As Evans says, “If nothing counts as under¬ 
standing what is said, then it must be .the case that nothing is said.” 15 It 
is Evans’s central contention that in the absence of a public object of 
reference, no understanding of an expression of a perceptual judge¬ 
ment is possible. If this last claim can be substantiated, it would seem 
that we have all the materials necessary for a cogent argument for the 
extreme view in relation to hallucination. The argument would go as 
follows. Suppose that a hallucinating subject is, qua hallucinator, aware 
of something. By the Bridge Principle, such a subject is in the position 
to be able in principle to make a de re judgement about the object of 
awareness. If the subject is indeed in such a position, then, by the 
Expressibility Thesis, that judgement must be capable of receiving ex¬ 
pression in a semantically significant utterance. By the Comprehensi¬ 
bility Thesis, such an utterance must be capable of being understood. 
Evans’s final and crucial claim is that in the absence of a normal object 
of awareness, no understanding of any expression of the perceptual 
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judgement is even in principle possible. Since, however, there is no 
normal object of awareness in the original hallucination, we may, by a 
series of steps of modus tollens , conclude that the subject was not aware 
of any object (in so far as he was hallucinating). Since the Bridge‘Prin¬ 
ciple and at least a qualified version of the Expressibility Thesis are 
surely beyond question, the cogency of the Evansian argument effec¬ 
tively concerns the question whether a hallucinating subject can possi¬ 
bly give voice to a comprehensible expression of his supposed aware¬ 
ness of an object. 

The prospects for such a possibility do not, to be sure, initially look 
promising. For suppose that I hallucinate an object and make an ex¬ 
plicit judgement about it—to the effect that it is red, let us say. How am 
I supposed to formulate my judgement in words so that you may un¬ 
derstand what I am saying, and so apprehend what I am thinking? Well, 
I could “baptize” the object: bestow a name upon it and refer to the ob¬ 
ject by using that name. But not only would such a procedure be quite 
bizarre, the question would then arise how you are supposed to under¬ 
stand this attempt of mine to refer by using the name. Trying to get 
you to interpret any such remark of mine would in the long run have to 
resort to what in any case is the natural way for me to express my 
judgement: by making a demonstrative statement. You will, however, 
fail to understand any such utterance of mine. Obviously, any utterance 
I might reasonably make in such a situation will not be wholly uncon- 
struable by you. If I say “That is red,” this sentence has a perfectly fa¬ 
miliar lexical meaning. An ability to parse such a sentence semantically 
and syntactically does not by itself, however, constitute an ability to un¬ 
derstand what is said in my uttering it . 16 For although a phrase like 
“that one” has a uniform lexical meaning whereby it is a term serving to 
refer to an object that is either salient in the context of utterance, or is 
indicated by the speaker to the hearer in some natural or conventional 
fashion, in uttering my sentence I am not saying that the object I am indi¬ 
cating to you is red. If that were what I was saying, I should have said ex¬ 
actly the same thing even if I had pointed out an entirely different ob¬ 
ject to you. If my utterance was referentially successful, what I should 
actually have said, of some object, is that that thing is red. When you 
hear me say “That is red,” your first and natural reaction, if you do not 
simply ignore me, will be to look and see which object I am referring 
to. Uses of “this” and “that” call upon the hearer to go beyond the 
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sentence uttered, and to interpret it by determining the reference of 
the demonstrative expression. Without this I could, for anything you 
know, be referring to practically anything in our environment, and 
each such possible point of reference would constitute a difference in 
what would be said: whether it is of this or of that object that I am say¬ 
ing it is red. Without such an advance beyond the mere sentence ut¬ 
tered, you are not even in a position to ??iisu nderstand me: you have 
simply not bothered to try to determine what I am saying. And if you 
do look up, and yet take me to be referring to an object other than the 
one I had in mind, or the one that I “demonstrated,” you will have mis¬ 
understood me. Truly to understand me you must both advance be¬ 
yond the sentence and advance to the right object. It may well seem, 
therefore, that in order to understand what I am saying in such circum¬ 
stances, it is necessary that you know which object I am making a 
judgement about, or at least be acquainted with that object. 17 The 
problem now is that if I am hallucinating, there seems to be no chance 
that you could be acquainted with the object I intend to speak of when I 
give expression to my perceptual state. Hallucinatory objects, of the 
kind we are ultimately trying to avoid, are “private,” so that you cannot 
become aware of the same one as I, nor know which one it is that I am 


aware of. 

Evans is surely correct when he says that “perceiving something 
makes a thought of a certain kind possible.” 18 Suppose there is an object 
that I have never perceived and of which I have never heard. I can have 
no thought, at least no de re thought, of that object at all. If, however, I 
come to perceive it, I shall be in a position to make a judgement about 
it. If you also have neither perceived nor heard of the object before, 
then if I am to be able to express my judgement about the object in a 
way that is intelligible to you, I shall, it may seem, have to bring you to 
perceive it. For how else could I bring the right object into your mind? 
If, however, I am hallucinating, you will neither have heard of nor per¬ 
ceived the object before. Nor can I get you to perceive it now. It seems 
that any attempt on my part to express my judgement in a way that is 
intelligible to you must end in failure. 19 It should not be thought that 
furnishing you with a fuller description of what I am hallucinating will 
answer to the present difficulty. This is because no such additional de¬ 
scriptive specification will of itself secure communication, even in the 
case of genuine perception. “That’s red,” I say, and you look up blankly. 
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“The vase, in the middle of the table,” I continue. This descriptive sup¬ 
plement is not meant to substitute for, or to constitute, my getting you 
to entertain a de re thought about the object of my judgement. It is 
meant, rather, to help you to move beyond your present cognitive situ¬ 
ation and entertain a de re thought in virtue of coming to perceive the 
right object. If you do not follow my directions and yourself actually 
perceive the vase, you will not have die kind of de re thought that is 
alone sufficient to comprehend the expression of my de re thought. 
Without the move to perception, all you know is that I am saying that 
there is some vase in the middle of die table and that it is red, or that 
I am saying of some vase or other on the table (or which I believe to 
be on the table) that it is red. In thinking either of these thoughts, 
however, you would yourself be entertaining a thought the identity of 
which is independent of which individual vase happens to be on the 
table—independent, indeed, of whether there is any vase there at all. 
You have not, therefore, succeeded in having a de re thought. In any 
case, the suggestion that such descriptive filling-out could suffice for 
communication in this kind of situation is a non-starter, since all such 
descriptions will be false of the object of which the hallucinator is sup¬ 
posedly aware. Whatever the opponents of Direct Realism say a hallu¬ 
cinated object precisely is, it is not going to be anything like a vase on a 
table. 

Is there any possible response to this line of argument? Since the ar¬ 
gument has it that it is impossible for the hallucinator to express his sup¬ 
posed state of awareness, we must give him every opportunity to at¬ 
tempt to do so. One thing that we have seen he would naturally resort 
to would be providing the hearer with a descriptive supplement to his 
bare demonstrative utterance—“the vase in the middle of the table,” 
and so forth. Although, in the preceding stretch of argument, I dis¬ 
counted this as being sufficient to allow the hearer to entertain a rele¬ 
vant de re thought on the grounds that such material would function 
merely descriptively, perhaps that dismissal was too quick. For perhaps 
such descriptive filling-out can be exploited in a de re fashion by the 
hearer. After all, Evans himself recognizes what he calls “testimony 
demonstratives,” which allude to the possibility of my entertaining de 
re thoughts in virtue of information that you impart to me in conversa¬ 
tion. 20 I need not perceive the object you are talking about in order to 
pick up such information, nor need you employ either demonstrative 


220 


The Argument from Hallucination 


expressions or proper names. The notion of the de re is, as I suggested 
in Chapter 2, something of a catch-all for whatever escapes treatment 
by Russell’s Theory of Descriptions or some descendent of it; hut per¬ 
haps we are still letting that theory have too wide a field of application. 
Perhaps even definite and indefinite descriptions can serve to establish 
an informational, and hence a not merely descriptive, link with an 
object. Perhaps the hallucinator’s descriptive supplement furnishes us 
with an informational link to that of which he speaks in such a way as to 
meet the requirements of the Expressibility Thesis. 

One way of making this plausible is to consider cases where the 
hallucinator has knowledge of the situation he is in, and the ability to 
explain the situation to his listener. “Look, I’m hallucinating,” he may 
say. “I know there’s really nothing there, but I seem to see a vase in the 
middle of the table. There is this vase-shaped thing clearly in the mid¬ 
dle of my visual field, and it is redd' Could not such “testimony” put the 
listener in a position to think about that hallucinated object? If Evans 
would not have accepted this way of allowing hallucinatory situations 
to conform to the Comprehensibility Thesis, his overall position is in 
deep trouble indeed, since it would then follow that no one ever feels 
pain or any other bodily sensation. After all, I cannot show you my pain 
so as to allow you to entertain a perception- (or feeling-) based de re 
thought about that pain. It is, of course, a very common view that such 
inner states” are in need of “outward criteria” if the former are to be 
possible objects of thought. In order to answer to the present problem, 
however, such a view would have to take the form of saying that, neces¬ 
sarily, every sensation we are capable of having can be manifested in 
overt behaviour in such a way that another person, in witnessing such 
ehaviour, would perceive (or experience?) the first person’s sensation. 

his has no plausibility whatsoever. 

The argument that I am culling from Evans’s writings in fact fails to 
address the most obvious alternative to the extreme position in relation 
to hallucination. That alternative, as we have seen, is that a hallucinator 
is aware of a private object. But Evans’s primary target is the suggestion 
that thought and communication are possible in the absence of any ob¬ 
ject. A consequence of this is that, when he deals with cases of halluci¬ 
nation, he focuses on cases where the subject is naive with respect to his 
hallucinating. Suppose, to take one of Evans’s own examples, I halluci¬ 
nate in such a way that there appears to be a little green man sitting on 
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a wall before me. In such a situation, what I should try to get you to 
think about, in my attempt to express myself, is that little green man. 
But there is simply no such object. Here it may seem that we have puta¬ 
tive awareness and thought and expression without an object; and if so, 
perhaps Evans’s line of argument stands up. The problem is that from 
the fact that there is, in the situation described, no such object as the 
little green man, it does not follow that I am aware of no object at all. A 
much more plausible suggestion is that I am aware of some private vi¬ 
sual entity—a sense-datum, or sensation, or whatever. This is certainly 
a natural suggestion when the subject is not naive with respect to his 
hallucinatory situation—and can it really be thought that the mere dif¬ 
ference between naivete and knowledge of circumstances suffices to 
sustain a difference between being aware of nothing at all and being 
aware of something? When I suddenly realize that I am hallucinating, I 
do not suddenly become aware of an object. I come, rather, to have a 
different opinion about the selfsame object of which I am continuously 
aware. If one denies that even the non-naive subject is aware of any¬ 
thing, we are faced with the unacceptable conclusion we have recently 
reached: that none of us ever experiences bodily sensations of any sort. 

Although I have been attempting to undercut the argument for the 
extreme position by indicating how hallucination can be seen as con¬ 
forming to the Comprehensibility Thesis, there is, in fact, a shorter 
way with this whole line of argument—one that emerges when we ask 
what Evans exactly means by this thesis. We know the claim to be that 
any genuine thought is capable of receiving expression in an utterance 
that can be understood. But understood by whom? Now, it is perfectly 
clear—both from Evans’s explicit statements and from the fact that the 
argument requires this interpretation—that the proposal is that the ut¬ 
terance in question be understandable by someone other than the speaker.\ A 
Let us therefore term the Comprehensibility Thesis, thus understood, 
the “Communicability Thesis.” In non-perceptual contexts, this re¬ 
quirement is eminently reasonable. The suggestion that the name St. 
George,” though empty, has a meaning even though no one can possi¬ 
bly understand any utterance by anybody else of any sentence contain¬ 
ing this name, has nothing to recommend it whatever. Where refer¬ 
ence is not backed by perceptual acquaintance, the only possibility is 
that it be mediated by public language—something that immediately 
brings in the requirement of mutual comprehensibility. Is it, however, 
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equally clear that the Communicability Thesis applies to the percep¬ 
tual cases in which we are principally interested? Is it, that is to say, at 
all obvious that a subject can be aware of something only if he can con¬ 
vey what it is that he is aware of, the individual thing of which he is 
aware, to another person? The original Expressibility and Comprehen¬ 
sibility Theses are, perhaps, eminently reasonable; but why should it 
not suffice to meet their requirements that the hallucinating subject 
himself understand what he is saying? Now, there are of course several 
lines of argument, all deriving more or less directly from Wittgen¬ 
stein’s Private Language Argument, that would cast doubt upon any 
such possibility—though I must say that I find little plausibility in any 
of them. Be that as it may, let us be quite clear about the crux that now 
presents itself. On the one side we have a fairly contentious, highly the¬ 
oretical position that requires the communicability in principle of any 
genuine thought. On the other we have the claim that a hallucinating 
subject is aware of something. If there were no other grounds for dis¬ 
satisfaction with Evans’s line of argument, and if Evans could convince 
us that the content of a hallucinator’s supposed awareness is in princi¬ 
ple incommunicable—so that we should have to choose between these 
two claims—I think it pretty obvious which way we should jump. I 
wrote at the beginning of this chapter that the claim that a hallucinat¬ 
ing subject is aware of nothing is so immediately implausible that we 
need to find an equally powerful thesis that is incompatible with it if we 
are to abandon it. The Communicability Thesis is not it. 

In order to underline this last point, let us be perfectly clear about 
just how outrageous the extreme view of hallucination really is. It is, 
precisely, phenomenologically outrageous. This emerges clearly when 
we ask the extreme view for its characterization of the subjects who, ac¬ 
cording to that view, have failed to be aware of anything despite hallu¬ 
cinating. As proponents of the view themselves fully acknowledge, a 
hallucinating subject’s mind—and, in general, the mind of anyone who 
entertains merely a mock thought—is hardly a complete blank. So, al¬ 
though McDowell can say of such cases that “there is a gap—an ab¬ 
sence at so to speak, the relevant place in the mind,” he also firmly 
denies that the mind of a hallucinating subject is “simply void,” and 
questions whether anyone has ever really suggested such a thing. 22 Al¬ 
though someone who essays a singular thought and fails “may think 
there is a singular thought at, so to speak, a certain position in his inter- 
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nal organization although there is really nothing precisely there,” per¬ 
haps a nice explication of “precisely” will settle all serious phenomeno¬ 
logical worries. 23 

That someone may utter words, even syntactically well-formed sen¬ 
tences, and fail to say anything is not a claim that it would be sensible to 
dispute—least of all on phenomenological grounds. When we turn to 
cases where such sentences are uttered with apparent understanding— 
apparent, that is, to the subject himself—we enter territory where phe¬ 
nomenology is relevant; but perhaps the extreme position can stand up 
here. It will be instructive to consider a case of “ungroundedness”— 
that condition of our informational relationship to the world that sup¬ 
posedly renders genuine de re cognition impossible—other than hallu¬ 
cination. For although, for obvious reasons, we have been focusing on 
hallucination, this is not for Evans the only source of ungroundedness. 
Suppose, to take one of Evans’s other examples, that you have met a 
certain girl on a number of occasions, and on a number of other occa¬ 
sions her identical twin, but that it has never occurred to you that two 
different girls were involved. There is, as far as you are concerned, a 
single she. Suppose that you now essay the thought that she is intelli¬ 
gent. According to Evans, there is no genuine thought of this kind that 
you can entertain. For what thought can I possibly ascribe to you? I 
cannot say “You are thinking that she is intelligent,” and understand 
what I am saying, without determining what the “she” here refers to; 
but there is no single “she” to whom reference can be made. Crediting 
you with a thought about one rather than the other of the two girls is 
not only arbitrary, but wholly falsifies the situation, as does the sugges¬ 
tion that you are thinking about both girls (as you would if, aware of the 
true situation, you had thought that they were intelligent). The prob¬ 
lem is that we can specify such thoughts only by specifying which ob¬ 
ject is thought of; and here there is no suitable object that we can refer 
to. So, perhaps, the claim that you are merely essaying a de re thought, 
but wholly failing in the enterprise, is not really phenomenologically 
objectionable. Perhaps even the extreme position can credit you with 
enough genuine psychological and cognitive reality to achieve descrip¬ 
tive adequacy. After all, you may be genuinely exercising concepts. In 
attempting to think that “she” is intelligent, you were at least exercis¬ 
ing your grasp of the concept of being intelligent. Moreover, you are 
not abstractly entertaining the concept of intelligence, but ascribing it, 
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or at least attempting to. Any amount of mental imagery can also be 
supposed to be going on, including verbal imagery—“She is intelli¬ 
gent,” for example, may run through your head. Although McDowell 
speaks of a “gap” at a certain place in the mind, he also says that “what 
there is at that place ... is a putative bearer or vehicle of content.” 24 
We can make such vehicles as phenomenologically rich and salient as 
we wish. Furthermore, many allied thoughts may genuinely be enter¬ 
tained—such as the thought that there is a girl whom I have met who 
is intelligent. As Evans says, “It is not part of this proposal that [the 
subject’s] mind is wholly vacant; images and words may clearly pass 
through it, and various ancillary thoughts may even occur to him.” 25 
Perhaps, once all this is admitted, the situation of the mere essayer of 
singular thoughts is not under-described. If the extreme position is in¬ 
deed false of such cases, it is surely not for phenomenological reasons. 

When, however, we turn to hallucination, the situation changes 
completely. Here, not only is the subject apparently entertaining a 
demonstrative thought, but the object of this thought is, phenomeno¬ 
logically, present bodily , as Husserl would put it. To say simply that our 
subject is not aware of anything is surely to under-describe this situa¬ 
tion dramatically. Perhaps we can make sense of there being “mock 
thoughts,” but can there really be such a thing as mock sensory aware¬ 
ness? Perhaps there can be “an illusion of understanding,” but can 
there be an illusion of awareness? 26 Well, doubtless there can. After all, 
we should perhaps allow that in cases such as dreaming, post-hypnotic 
suggestion, merely fancying that you have perceived something mo¬ 
mentarily, serious mental confusion, and so on, subjects may take 
themselves to be sensorily presented with an object when a relevant 
sensory state simply does not occur. Such cases, however, are not our 
present concern, since our Argument is concerned solely with genu¬ 
inely sensory states of consciousness—possible “hallucinations” that 
are sensorily identical to cases of veridical perception. In particular, we 
need to be able to account for the perceptual attention that may well be 
present in hallucination. A hallucinating subject may, for example, be 
mentally focusing on one element in a hallucinated scene, and then an¬ 
other, describing in minute detail what he is aware of. In what sense is 
all this merely mock”? Here it is not enough to say that the subject is 
exercising concepts, having visual imagery, and engaging in descriptive 




An Extreme Proposal 


225 


thoughts. The sensory features of the situation need to be accounted 
for. How can this be done if such subjects are denied an object of 
awareness? Indeed, one could suddenly induce in a subject a hallucina¬ 
tion of an extremely loud scream, which might make the subject jump 
out of his skin—even though he is, supposedly, aware of.. . nothing. It 
is not enough, in order to patch up the extreme theory’s deficient phe¬ 
nomenology of hallucination, simply to add a sensory state to the list of 
mental items that can occur in the absence of awareness, for such a 
state could obtain unnoticed; and it if is noticed, it will itself be an ob¬ 
ject of awareness. If we take as our example subjects who are fully at¬ 
tentive and focused, we need to do justice to the fact that such subjects 
in some sense take cognizance of, indeed fully attend to, sensory pre¬ 
sentations. But if so, what else can we say other than that the subject is, 
as the Argument requires, aware of a non-normal object? 

Evans attempts to diffuse any such opposition to the extreme posi¬ 
tion in the following passage: “To hallucinate is precisely to be in a con¬ 
dition in which it seems to one as though one is confronting some¬ 
thing. So of course it will seem right to the hallucinator to say that he is 
actually confronting something; the situation is very like one in which 
he is confronting something... If after it has been acknowledged on all 
sides that it seems to the hallucinator that he is confronting something 
. . . one says that it seems reasonable to the generality of mankind to 
suppose that the hallucinator is actually confronting something, . . . 
then one is attempting to double-count the fact that has already been 
acknowledged. ’ 27 What, however, is it for someone to seem to confront 
something? Unless more is said, we are left without any means of dis¬ 
tinguishing the hallucinatory cases we are interested in from such quite 
different states as post-hypnotic suggestion, gross mental confusion, 
inattentiveness, jumping the gun, and so on. Alternatively, to equate 
hallucination with such cases would, in effect, be simply to deny the 
premise of our Argument: that hallucination is possible. Hallucination, 
as the term has been employed in these pages, involves a conscious 
state that is sensory in character, thereby differing intrinsically from 
any hunch or premonition. 

THE CRITICISM that I have levelled against the extreme view of halluci¬ 
nations is also telling against a somewhat less extreme version of the 
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view, originally due to Harold Noonan, that has been gaining currency 
in recent years. 28 Whereas I have criticized the extreme position on 
phenomenological grounds, Noonan and others have criticized it on 
the grounds that it would render impossible any rational explanation of 
actions in circumstances in which they are clearly called for. If I halluci¬ 
nate a little green man sitting on the wall before me, I may walk up to 
the wall and speak to “him.” This would be an intentional action of 
mine, calling for an explanation in terms of reasons, not merely causes. 
A full specification of such reasons will have to mention my beliefs, and 
specifically my beliefs concerning the target of my actions. Since, for 
familiar reasons, bringing in merely descriptive thoughts will not serve 
here, and since the extreme view denies me any relevant de re beliefs, 
such a view leaves us with no resources by which to represent my ac¬ 
tions as intentional, as they clearly are. 29 Although what we may call 
Noonan’s “less extreme” position rejects the object-dependency—that 
is, the normal o/yert-dependency—of perceptual judgements, it still 
views such judgements as essentially dependent on something objec¬ 
tive, and so distinguishes itself from adherence to “methodological so¬ 
lipsism.” What such judgements are dependent upon are places in phys¬ 
ical space. So my action in relation to the little green man can be 
rendered intelligible by reference to truly de re beliefs, for the target of 
my action and my beliefs is the place where I seem to see the man. 

This less extreme position, however, both succumbs to a phenome¬ 
nological objection and is intrinsically inadequate. As to its intrinsic 
merit, note that the account has the following bizarre aspect. In order 
to distinguish between mentally or perceptually focusing on a location, 
and focusing on an object that is present at that location—a distinction 
that must be made even for a subject who is hallucinating, even though 
the only object available to him is a location—Noonan suggests that a 
hallucinating subject mistakes locations for physical objects. In connection 
with a hallucination of a pill, for example, Noonan writes that “one’s 
demonstrative thought ‘that pill . . . though not a thought about any 
pill, is nevertheless a thought about the place at which it seems to one that 
there is a pill.” 30 This seems barely intelligible. Moreover, we should 
note that the targeting of a spatial location—which is critical, on this 
view, for a hallucinator being capable of suitable demonstrative judge¬ 
ment—is spelled out in terms of the subject’s dispositions. “The capac¬ 
ity to employ a particular demonstrative mode of identification of an 
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object,” writes Noonan, “can rest upon a disposition which can be pos¬ 
sessed whether or not that object exists . . . [M]y thought has the content 
it has because of what I am disposed to do—which would be the same if 
I were hallucinating or not.” 31 These dispositions are, of course, dispo¬ 
sitions to act with respect to a certain location, for “a demonstrative 
thought is always a thought about a place.” 32 It is precisely because one 
can have such a behavioural disposition targeted on to a given place, 
whether or not it is occupied by an object, that an identity of content is 
possible between a perception and a hallucination: “It is a consequence 
of this account of the dispositions underlying a demonstrative thought 
that such a thought, when it has an object, will be as much a thought 
about a place (or a connected series of places) as about an object, and 
can be a thought about a place even when it is not a thought about an 
object.” 33 In the absence of such a determinately targeted behavioural 
disposition, there can be no demonstrative thought, on this account. 
Speaking of the subject hallucinating a pill, Noonan writes that “unless 
one’s demonstrative thought ‘that pill. . .,’ though not a thought about 
any pill, is nevertheless a thought about the place at which it seems to 
one that there is a pill then one will have no thought about the place 
one in fact reaches out to, and one’s action will be psychologically inex¬ 
plicable.” 34 In fact, however, it is false that a demonstrative judgement, 
even a wholly successful one grounded on genuine perception, neces¬ 
sarily involves a cognitive fix on the location of the object perceived, or, 
indeed, on any determinate location. Consider, for example, the effects 
of lenses that displace the apparent locations of seen objects. If a pair of 
such lenses is surreptitiously placed on my nose while my eyes are 
closed, on opening my eyes and seeing that pill of Noonan’s, I shall be 
“disposed” to move to a location quite other than that occupied by the 
pill. This is a problem for the account because in cases of genuine per¬ 
ception, the object about which a demonstrative judgement is made 
is supposed to be the object “on which, in fact, my dispositions are 
uniquely targeted,” and because this is supposed to sustain the same 
content as I should judge even if I were hallucinating. 35 If, however, we 
consider my visual experience while wearing the displacing lenses, and 
its hallucinatory counterpart, what I am disposed to do if I want to pick 
up the pill is, we may suppose, to walk into a wall. To be sure, as soon as 
I start moving whilst wearing these lenses, my initial behavioural dis¬ 
positions will change in a way that is guided by the actual location of 
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the object in relation to me. But if I simply open my eyes and close 
them again while the lenses are in place, and the lenses are then 
promptly removed, no such story is available. Moreover, there is a cer¬ 
tain type of brain-damaged subject who is constitutionally incapable of 
directing action on to objects that are clearly perceived. One report 
speaks of a subject’s “inability to seize or touch directly any object pre¬ 
sented to him, and even to extend his hand in the proper direction to¬ 
wards it, though he could perceive and recognize it. . . When a pencil 
was held up in front of him he would often project his arm in a totally 
wrong direction, as though by chance rather than by deliberate deci¬ 
sion, or more frequently he would bring his hand to one or other side 
of it, above or below it, or he would attempt to seize the pencil before 
he had reached it, or after his hand had passed it.” 36 These subjects 
could certainly see the objects in question. As one of the subjects him¬ 
self reports, “When I wished to pick up something from my plate I 
even put my hand in to the cup or under the bed-table instead of on to 
the plate. I could see the things quite well, but when I tried to take hold 
of them my hand would miss them.” 37 Locomotion was similarly awry: 
“In moving about he ran into and collided with such objects as beds 
and other patients standing in the wards, as though they were not 
there. This occurred even when there could be no doubt that their im¬ 
ages fell in the seeing portions of his retinae; in fact in moving about he 
showed none of that hesitation or tendency to groping his way with the 
hands which occurs in a blind person.” 38 This is hardly a matter of be¬ 
havioural dispositions being uniquely targeted on the objects that are 
seen. Not even eye movements can be brought in to salvage the theory: 
“When requested to look at my finger he generally stared with open 
eyes in a wrong direction and then rolled his eyes about in search 
of it.” 39 

The other weakness of the less extreme proposal is that it, equally 
with the extreme view, is phenomenologically inadequate, albeit for a 
narrower range of cases than with the extreme view. The cases in ques¬ 
tion are total hallucinations. For all the examples that Noonan dis¬ 
cusses are partial, in the sense that an object is hallucinated within a 
scene that is itself genuinely perceived. In such situations one will, in¬ 
deed, in virtue of hallucinating, at least usually have a disposition with 
respect to a location within that scene: to the place where the object 
seems to be. One is in cognitive contact with that place in virtue of 
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one’s perception of the surrounding space. If, however, your entire vi¬ 
sual field is a hallucination, there is no hope of crediting the experienc¬ 
ing subject with a thought about a location in physical space . 40 But if so, 
then according to the current proposal the total hallucinator can make 
no de re perceptual judgement at all. From this it follows, by the Bridge 
Principle, that the hallucinator is aware of nothing. For cases such as 
this, the less extreme position is as unacceptable as the extreme view. 


The Solution 



THE GAME may now really seem to be up for Direct Realism. We can¬ 
not sensibly deny that a hallucinating subject is aware of an object; and 
yet such a subject is clearly not, in so far as he is hallucinating, aware of 
any real physical object. It would seem to follow immediately that such 
a subject is therefore aware of some non-normal object: a sense-datum, 
or sensation, or image, or what have you. If this is accepted, however, 
the generalizing step of the Argument will be irresistible: such non¬ 
normal objects will be the immediate objects of awareness for all states 
of perceptual consciousness. Such a refutation of Direct Realism is 
compelling, however, only if it is the case that for a hallucinating sub¬ 
ject to be aware of something is for him to be aware of a non-normal 
object. What now remains to us as the only way of blocking the Argu¬ 
ment, and of defending Direct Realism, is to challenge this assumption. 
I believe that the force of the Argument can indeed be turned at this 
very point, and that this assumption can be undermined on phenome¬ 
nological grounds. 

It is doubtless not immediately clear how this assumption about 
awareness in a hallucinating subject could possibly be doubted. A hallu¬ 
cinating subject is aware of something; but since he is hallucinating, the 
object of awareness is not a normal physical one; therefore it must 
surely be a sense-datum, or sensation, or some such thing. The findings 
of Part I of this work should, however, give us pause here. For there we 
not only found it necessary to distinguish carefully between sensations 
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and sense-data, but also saw our way to denying, on phenomenological 
grounds, that we are aware of either of these as an object when we per¬ 
ceive. The whole of Part I was devoted to avoiding sense-data alto¬ 
gether, so only perceptual sensations need to be countenanced. And it 
was finally argued that perceptual consciousness as such differs subjec¬ 
tively from merely having sensations. Only the non-perceptual having 
of sensations, I argued, would involve such sensations as objects of 
awareness. Hallucination, however, is a form of perceptual conscious¬ 
ness. It is, in the cases we are focusing on, phenomenologically identi¬ 
cal to perception, being not only sensuous in character, but also inten¬ 
tionally directed to ostensible objects in a physical environment. So 
how can something like sensation, as a supposed object of perceptual 
consciousness, re-enter the picture so easily? Perhaps, by bearing fully 
in mind the findings of Part I, we shall see a way of avoiding the intro¬ 
duction of non-normal objects even in relation to hallucination. 

One writer who also believes that the Argument can be blocked for 
phenomenological reasons is Reinhardt Grossmann. What is primarily 
needed, according to him, is that we make a clear distinction between 
acts of sensing and perceptual acts. “No doubt, there are sense-impres- 
sions and acts of sensing,” he writes. “But plain experience also shows 
that there are perceptual mental acts. The mental act of, say, seeing a 
penny is quite different from sensing a round patch. Plain experience 
shows, moreover, that perceptual acts occur not only in veridical per¬ 
ceptual situations; they even form the essential ingredient of every hal¬ 
lucinatory perceptual situation. The man who sees a pink rat in his hal¬ 
lucination does not just experience sense-impressions. Nor does he 
inspect sense-impressions. He truly sees something.”' He goes on to say 
that “one of the crucial (factual) mistakes of the phenomenalist”—by 
which we can take him to mean all who accept the Argument from Hal¬ 
lucination—“consists in his asserting that hallucinatory perceptual sit¬ 
uations cannot contain perceptual acts, but (at most) mental acts of 
sensing.” Now, mere acts of sensing do not, according to Grossmann, 
present us with sense-impressions as objects. For this to occur we must 
inspect our sense-impressions.-’ And there is a manifest, phenomeno¬ 
logical difference between straightforward perceptual consciousness 
(which may be hallucinatory) and the introspective inspection of sense- 
impressions. We can always engage in such introspection, but it is a dif¬ 
ferent activity from perceiving—one involving a switch in attention, a 
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switch to a reflexive mode of awareness. 3 Since one is not, usually, in¬ 
specting sense-impressions when one is aware of, say, a hallucinatory 
penny, it is simply false to say that the conscious state of seeing such a 
penny has a sense-impression as its object. 4 This, however, is precisely 
the assumption that we have just seen the Argument make. For does 
not the reference to non-normal objects at step two of the Argument 
simply assume that states of perceptual consciousness are mere acts of 
sensing? 

Most of Grossman’s observations are, I believe, true; but we must be 
careful how we proceed from this point. Grossmann himself, for ex¬ 
ample, after expressing these phenomenological insights, immediately 
goes astray from any possible route to Direct Realism. This wrong 
turn emerges when we ask what it is of which the hallucinating subject 
is perceptually aware, if it is not a sense-impression. Grossmann terms 
the objects of all perceptual acts “perceptual particulars”; and when 
the acts are hallucinatory, the perceptual particulars are “wild.” On 
Grossmann’s view, any real perceptual object is a family of perceptual 
particulars; and a wild, hallucinatory perceptual particular is wild in 
virtue of not being contained in a suitable family: “A perceptual object 
... has spatio-temporal parts; these parts contain perceptual particu¬ 
lars. We may therefore say that a family of such particulars ‘constitutes’ 
a perceptual object. In veridical perception, certain perceptual particu¬ 
lars are presented, and these particulars belong to a certain family ... A 
hallucinatory perceptual situation (also) contains perceptual particu¬ 
lars. But these particulars are not part of a family—they are ‘wild’.” 6 
Though in detail Grossmann’s position differs from Phenomenalist 
and Neutral Monist constructivist accounts of the physical world, it is 
surely reminiscent of them. And despite the differences in detail, his 
position is no more tenable than these as a form of Direct Realism. For, 
according to Grossmann, the object of which I am aware when I hallu¬ 
cinate an orange is, in itself, as fully real and existent as the object of 
which I am aware when I see a real orange. This is simply not compati¬ 
ble with Direct Realism. For according to such Realism, when I see an 
orange, it is that very orange, or at least its surface, of which I am di¬ 
rectly aware. That object is different in either kind or status from any 
entity that I may be aware of when I hallucinate. The difference is not 
merely that certain other entities form a family with it. The real world 
is not, for the Realist, merely a coherent hallucination. So, despite 
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Grossmann’s careful distinction between sensing and perceiving, his 
perceptual particulars are hardly any better than sense-data in their 
role as constituting the very existence of physical objects. Let us, there¬ 
fore, return to the phenomenological insight, and see if we can stake 
out another path. 

Grossmann’s suggestion that the crucial distinction is between per¬ 
ceptual consciousness and the “inspection” of sense-impressions is aT 
ready somewhat phenomenologically off-key, since it is not only when 
we engage in the reflexive, apperceptive act of introspection that we are 
aware of “sense-impressions” or sensations. I am not necessarily intro¬ 
specting when I have spots before my eyes, or when I “see stars,” or 
when I enjoy the “inner light-show,” any more than I am when experi¬ 
encing a pain in my toe. If we are not aware of sense-impressions when 
we hallucinate, that is not because we are not introspecting (though 
that, of course, is generally true). Nor is it that we are doing more than 
sensing—for that lands us with the dual component view, and possibly 
intellectualism. It is, rather, that when we perceive, we sense in a certain 
manner Sensory experience that is phenomenologically perceptual em¬ 
bodies, as we saw in Part I, a non-sensuous dimension in such a way as 
to present us with objects of awareness that transcend the mere flow of 
sensation. We cannot identify a perceptual object with a sensation, or 
series of sensations, because of the nature of the two ultimate sources 
of perceptual consciousness: perceptual constancy and the Anstoss. As 
for the first of these, the principles of identity and change that govern 
the merely sensory and the perceptual domains are distinct: there is a 
coherence and identity of perceptual objects that transcend the flux of 
perceptual sensations. If I hallucinate an orange, and if the hallucina¬ 
tion is lifelike, then it will be a single, intrinsically unchanging orange 
of which I am apparently aware when I walk up to it and view it from 
different sides, even though my visual sensations are changing con¬ 
stantly. The crucial phenomenological issue here is this very unum e 
pluribus. And with the Anstoss there is simply no plausible candidate 
sensations with which the ostensible object of awareness may be iden¬ 
tified. 

This phenomenological truth is suggestive of, and indispensable for, 
a way forward, because it is the same non-sensory functions that we 
have seen to be present in veridical and illusory perception—where 
they give us, for all we have seen so far, direct access to the physical en- 
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vironment—that constitute the phenomenologically perceptual nature 
of hallucination. In both cases, such functions give us, not mere sensa¬ 
tions, but an intentional object that transcends the flux of sensation. This, 
of course, is simply to dwell on the fact that perceptions and possible 
hallucinations are phenomenologically identical; but let us dwell on it 
yet further, for here alone shall we find the answer to our Problem. 
Since they are thus identical, they have the same kind of objects for con¬ 
sciousness. Hallucination, equally with veridical perception, presents 
us not with sensations, or sense-impressions, or sense-data, but with 
normal objects: normal physical objects, to boot, in the sense that they are 
presented in three-dimensional physical space. The only way to answer 
the Argument is to say that the only difference between a veridically 
perceived object and a hallucinated object is that the latter does not exist , 
or is unreal. When Macbeth hallucinated a dagger, he was not aware of 
visual sensations. What he was aware of was, I shall initially suggest, a 
dagger, located at some point in physical space before him, though one 
that was non-existent, or unreal. Since his state was hallucinatory, his 
object of awareness was merely an intentional object. This is the path 
suggested by the phenomenological insight—and no other whatsoever 
remains to us to follow if we are to save Direct Realism from our Ar¬ 
gument. Heidegger expresses the view in question straightforwardly: 
Let us suppose that someone suffers a hallucination. Hallucinating, he 
sees here and now in this room that elephants are moving about. He 
perceives these objects even though they do not exist. He perceives 
them, he is perceptually directed to them. We have here a being-di¬ 
rected to objects without these existing.” 7 1 shall again employ the term 
intentionalism to name the theory to be developed along these lines. 8 
All accounts of awareness other than intentionalism require objects of 
awareness to be actually existent or, as I shall usually put it, real. Cen¬ 
tral to intentionalism is the denial that the expression “is aware of” 
must express a relation between two entities. On this view, to speak of 
an object of awareness is not necessarily to speak of an entity that is an 
object of awareness; for some objects do not exist. They are, as I shall 
call them, “nonentities,” or “non-existents.” 9 

It is clear, I hope, how intentionalism allows us to block the Argu¬ 
ment. The crucial generalizing step of the Argument does indeed go 
through if a real , non-normal entity is assumed to be an object of halluci¬ 
nation the very existence of which, at least given attentiveness on the 
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part of the subject, gives rise to awareness of itself. For since genuine 
perception differs from hallucination only in that more is involved in 
the situation, such an entity 7 , and such an awareness, will be present in 
the more inclusive situation. This is best brought out by considering 
the possibility of inducing a hallucination in a subject by stimulating the 
subject’s sensory systems in a way that perfectly matches the stimula¬ 
tion involved in a genuine perception of the environment. For if such 
stimulation is regarded as causing a real entity or process to exist, it can 
hardly be supposed that giving this same type of stimulus one rather 
than another type of causal antecedent can annihilate or prevent the 
occurrence of this sensory 7 entity, and the consequent awareness of 
it. But the generalizing step goes through only if such a view is taken 
of hallucinatory objects. According to the present proposal, however, 
there is no such hallucinatory entity to obtrude itself upon our aware¬ 
ness in veridical perception. When we generate a hallucination in a 
subject, certain real sensory items are indeed produced; and they may 
be identical in nature to what they would have been if that same type of 
stimulation had had the right aetiology to count as a stage in a genuine 
perception of the world. These real sensory items are, however, per¬ 
ceptual sensations or qualia, which, as we saw in Part I, are not the objects 
of awareness when we perceive: they are not “sense-data.” Neither, 
therefore, are they our objects in the phenomenologically identical 
states that I have been calling “hallucinations.” What we are aware of 
when hallucinating are, phenomenologically, of exactly the same kind 
as the objects of genuine perception. That, after all, is why they can 
be subjectively identical. There are thus two levels of qualitative iden¬ 
tity when perceptions and minimally different hallucinations are com¬ 
pared: that of sensations (or qualia), which are not objects of awareness, 
and that of intentional objects. In a hallucination and its minimally dif¬ 
ferent veridical counterpart, we do, indeed, have qualitatively identical 
kinds of object of awareness; but in a hallucination this object is not 
real, whereas in the veridical case it is. 

If the disjunctive theorists are right—as they must be if Direct Real¬ 
ism is true—in saying that the same-total-cause-same-total-effect prin¬ 
ciple does not apply to the cognitive or epistemic status of conscious 
states, this can only be because facts concerning the object of percep¬ 
tual awareness are not exclusively to be analyzed in terms of the realities 
involved in the causal process. Since, however, hallucinatory objects are 
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not realities, the causal principle does not apply to them. Although 
qualitatively identical to real physical objects, they differ in status. It is 
precisely this sort of “cognitive” or “epistemic” fact that escapes the 
causal principle. There is no reason to infer from the fact that in hallu¬ 
cination we are aware of a non-existent object that we are aware of such 
non-existents whenever we perceive veridically or illusorily. Although 
genuine perception does, indeed, differ from hallucination only in that 
more is present, when viewed in the light of the present account this 
“more” turns out to be nothing short of reality itself. Direct Realism 
therefore escapes our Argument. 

To quote Hume out of context, “an intelligent reader will find less 
difficulty to assent to this system, than to comprehend it fully and dis¬ 
tinctly .” 10 I shall, therefore, spend the remainder of this work clarifying 
the intentionalist position and defending it from criticism. Such clari¬ 
fication aside, however, our path towards a vindication of Direct Real¬ 
ism within the confines of the Philosophy of Perception is at an end. 

THE TERMS “object” and “entity” are, to many, more or less synony¬ 
mous. My own use of the term “object” earlier in this work can be read 
in this manner. But it is now time to draw a distinction. For according 
to a fairly widespread alternative usage—to be found, for example, in 
both the Germanic and the Scholastic traditions—the term “object” 
specifically connotes being an object for a subject. The relevant German 
and Latin terms themselves suggest this: a Gegenstand is that which 
stands opposite , over against a cognizing subject; and an objectum is that 
which is thrown towards —towards a cognizing subject. In this sense, any 
entity that is not in any way cognized is not to be termed an “object”— 
or an “ob-ject” as I shall sometimes write it, so as to emphasize the 
point. Even those who would strenuously oppose any talk of non-exis¬ 
tent intentional objects can accept this usage—as did Bertrand Russell, 
for example . 11 The proposal now to be considered goes beyond this, 
however, and suggests that nonentities too must be discussed as being 
in some sense “over and against” consciousness; or, to put the matter 
somewhat less paradoxically, that there is a phenomenological “over- 
againstness” to cognition even in cases where no real object is cog¬ 
nized. As Alexius Meinong, doubtless the most famous, not to say no¬ 
torious, exponent of intentionalism put it, “Nothing is commoner than 
to represent [vorstellen] something or to make a judgement about some- 
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thing that does not exist .” 12 Now, such a view may be false; it at least 
needs spelling out and defending. It cannot, however, simply be ruled 
out of court on the grounds of some merely parochial presumption that 
“object” just means “entity,” so that the notion of a non-existent object 
would be simply a gross contradictio in adjecto. 

One immediate objection that many will have to the invocation of 
non-existents is that it cannot possibly do justice to the real sensory 
states that are involved in perception. Suppose you hallucinate a vivid 
green patch on a wall. You attend to it carefully, perhaps describing its 
particular colour and brightness. Although intentionalism does not fol¬ 
low Evans and McDowell in claiming, absurdly, that in this situation 
you are aware of nothing, is it really any better to be told that you are 
not aware of anything that actually exists? Surely there is, in the situa¬ 
tion just described, a concrete exemplification of green (or green'). 
Surely something really exists, something that you are attending to. Al¬ 
though perhaps initially tempting, this reaction in effect simply ignores 
the analysis of perceptual consciousness developed in Part I of this 
work. “Something,” indeed, really does exist in the situation in ques¬ 
tion: you exist, and your visual experience with its sensory character ex¬ 
ists. In particular, there is, actually in your sensory experience, some¬ 
thing corresponding to the greenness that you see on the wall: namely, 
an instance of a chromatic quale. Neither this quale, nor the sensory 
experience of which it is a characteristic, is, however, the object of 
awareness—as we saw in Part I. Your object is a patch on a wall. It is 
only that that doesn’t exist. 

Nevertheless, intentional objects are, for many people, creatures of 
darkness. At least to philosophers trained in the analytical tradition 
they summon up the spectre of Meinong—the “unspeakable Mei- 
nong,” as William James would have it—whose supposed proliferation 
of entities Russell supposedly demonstrated both to be unnecessary, 
and also to run counter to that “feeling for reality which ought to be 
preserved even in the most abstract studies .” 13 Can one seriously be 
supposed, today, to follow Meinong into his “jungle in order to solve 
the problem of perception ? 14 In so far as the position to be defended 
here is that in hallucination a subject is sensorily aware of an object 
that does not exist, the answer to this is perhaps Yes. I have, however, 
not termed the position to be defended here “Meinongian, but more 
broadly “intentdonalist,” for good reason. Since the introduction of 
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non-existent objects is, in the present work, restricted to the case of 
hallucination, we have not entered the domain of full-blown Gegen¬ 
standstbeorie, which is the proper home of Meinongianism, and which 
deals with “the object as such in its generality .” 15 In particular, we are 
concerned only with objects that are “ob-jects” for a cognizing subject; 
whereas Meinong explicitly distanced himself from such an approach, 
from “the relativistic interpretation of the concept of an object which, 
appealing not without etymological support to the ‘ Gegenstehen , ’ will 
hear only of an ‘object for the subject ’.” 16 We shall, according to Mei¬ 
nong himself, be operating merely in the domain of “psychology,” 
which “can take interest only in those objects on to which some psy¬ 
chological event is really directed .” 17 In true Meinongian Gegenstands- 
theorie, not only are such “pseudo-existing” objects, as Meinong called 
them, recognized as objects, but “all objects, even those which are ob¬ 
jects of our knowledge only in possibility .” 18 (Meinong’s pupil Mally 
even went so far as to include within the domain of Gegenstandstbeorie 
objects that are not even thinkable .) 19 Roderick Chisholm gives us per¬ 
haps the clearest expression of such unrestricted Meinongianism when 
he writes that “the round square need not be thought of in order not to 
exist. We draw these objects, so to speak, from the infinite depths of the 
Aufierseiend, beyond being and non-being.”2° Since only adherence to 
such total Gegenstandstbeorie deserves to be described as Meinongian, 
the merely “psychological” thesis to be advanced here, a thesis re¬ 
stricted, indeed, not just to cognition, but specifically to perception, 
would not properly be so called .-’ 1 Certainly the standard approach of 
present-day Meinongians, or neo-Meinongians, goes far beyond the 
confines adopted in this work.” More importantly, certain neo- 
einongians, as we shall see, explicitly exclude perception from their 
eones. ^ n< ^ ee< ^’ t ^ le onl y philosopher in this camp who to my knowl- 
ge as defended the kind of blunt intentionalist answer to the Argu¬ 
ment from Hallucination to be defended here is Richard Routley (rene 
y van). One simply sees what does not exist .” 23 
The restricted domain with which we are concerned relates closely 
to the question whether something really exists. As a number of writers 
ave pointed out, questions of existence and of real existence are subtly 
different. Gareth Evans gives a couple of nice illustrations of this. 
When we say that, if x’s parents had never met, he would not have ex¬ 
isted, we are not saying that if his parents had never met, he would not 
have been real”; “when we say ‘John does not know that this beach ex- 
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ists’, we do not intend to assert that what John does not know is that 
this beach really exists, or is real .” 24 Similarly, Richard Cartwright has 
pointed out that “it is not of anything non-existent that unreality may 
be correctly predicated: given only that a person has no brothers, we 
can hardly say that his brothers are unreal .” 25 The reason for this is that 
the notion of something being real is, as J. L. Austin clearly showed, es¬ 
sentially contrastive—with notions of what is fake, illusory, pretend, 
merely apparent, and so forth . 26 Although many of Austin’s observa¬ 
tions apply only to the notion of something’s being a real F, not of 
something’s really existing —a decoy duck is not a real one, but it really 
exists—and although the latter alone is our sole concern here, Austin’s 
discussion does show that for the question of unreality to arise, we 
must be dealing with something that is in question , and hence some¬ 
thing that is “psychologically” an ob-ject. So, we should say that John 
did not know that the beach was real, or that it really existed, only if it 
were in some way an ob-ject for John—if, that is, he were somehow ap¬ 
prised of it, through perception or word of mouth—but he had dis¬ 
counted or questioned the information . 27 For certain purposes—logical 
purposes, for example—an untrammelled realm of non-existents may 
perhaps serve a function. Such, however, is not ours. Here we are con¬ 
cerned solely with objects that do not really exist, or are unreal . 

In fact, it is only of objects that we can say, quite simply, that they are 
unreal, or that they do not really exist. A decoy duck, we say, is not re¬ 
ally a duck; it is a fake or pretend thing. Yet a decoy duck really is, for 
instance, a piece of wood fashioned in such and such a manner; and it 
really exists. Whenever such a thing is said not to be real, what is meant 
is that it is not really a certain kind of thing. Whenever such a thing is 
not really of that kind, however, there is some other kind of which it re¬ 
ally is an instance—a piece of wood, for example. It is only of ob-jects, 
like Macbeth’s dagger, that we can say that it is not really a dagger with¬ 
out implying that it really is something else. And this is because it is only of 
objects that we can say that they are not real, or do not exist, at all 
Nevertheless, although the position to be developed here is not Mei- 
nongian, because it is genuinely related to certain aspects of Meinong’s 
philosophy it is perhaps advisable to begin a clarification of the inten- 
tionalist answer to the Argument by addressing certain initial misun¬ 
derstandings of the position that tend to arise through association with 
Meinong—through the very mention of his name, indeed. 

Gilbert Ryle once referred to Meinong as “the supreme entity- 
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multiplier in the history of philosophy,” and Keith Donnellan alludes 
to “the Meinongian population explosion,” both thereby expressing a 
common view that lies behind the bon viot that we should cut back 
Meinong’s jungle with Occam’s razor . 28 Such remarks, however, betray 
misunderstanding—one that must be traced back to Russell. For al¬ 
though, as we shall see, early in his career Russell made certain in¬ 
formed criticisms of Meinong’s theory, later in life he fell into speaking 
of the “desire to avoid Meinong’s unduly populous realm of being .” 29 
When one thinks about it, however, the suggestion that a position that 
recognizes non-existent objects infringes a rule not to multiply entities 
beyond necessity is bizarrely off target. No one is suggesting that there 
are entities—that is, existents—that do not exist. What fail to exist are 
certain objects. The objects in question are precisely those that are not 
entities, or “things,” in any sense whatever. 

This is not the only serious misunderstanding that still plagues in- 
tentionalism. Another idea that is still around is that although “Mei¬ 
nongian” objects perhaps do not exist, at least they subsist. They do not. 
Subsistence is the mode of being of things like numbers, relations, 
states of affairs, universals, and propositions: things that are “ideal,” or 
irreal. Meinong was an unabashed “Platonist” about such things—as, 
of course, was Russell. The question whether such Platonism is tena¬ 
ble, however, is irrelevant to our present enquiry . 30 Meinong’s infamous 
golden mountain was not supposed by him to subsist; and nor am I sug¬ 
gesting that hallucinated objects subsist. Since the subsistence / exis¬ 
tence contrast is precisely correlative to that between what is abstract, 
or “irreal,” on the one hand, and what is “concrete” on the other, it is a 
categorial contrast: between things that are timeless and things that are 
temporal (or, perhaps, spatio-temporal ). 31 If a golden mountain or a 
hallucinated dagger were to be real, they would be at some location in 
space and endure through time, and so would exist. Subsistence is just 
the wrong kind of being to ascribe to them. For it is not as if by failing 
to exist they at least manage to subsist. That would be a “category mis¬ 
take.” Meinong used the term “being” (Sein) to cover both existence 
and subsistence, which are thus two ways of being . 32 The important 
point is that when a categorially concrete object, such as a hallucinated 
dagger, fails to exist, it thereby fails to have any kind of being whatever ,; 
even of a very “thin” kind that Roderick Chisholm, on a related issue, 
once spoke of as “short of actuality but more than nothingness .” 33 Mei- 
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nong explicitly characterized his own work as embodying an attempt to 
get by “without recourse to a new, third kind of being beside existence 
and subsistence.” Ironically, given subsequent history, Meinong went 
on to present as one reason for such an attempt the “law of parsi¬ 
mony .” 54 The figure of Meinong is relevant to us not because he popu¬ 
lated the realm of being with Platonic irrealia, but because of his claim 
that “there ‘are’ [es l gibt\ as we know, many objects that do not exist, 
and also many which do not even subsist,” and that there is “a grasping 
of an object that is unconfined by the bounds of being .” 55 

Although there are, in fact, some grounds for thinking that Meinong 
himself wavered somewhat over this issue of crediting non-existents 
with some form of being, other major intentionalists were consistently 
forthright in the rejection of any such idea—as I shall be . 56 Husserl, for 
example, whose views I shall be following more closely than anyone’s, 
was quite explicit in rejecting the suggestion that non-existent inten¬ 
tional objects have any weak form of existence: “That the object is a 
‘merely intentional’ one does not, of course, mean: it exists, albeit only 
in the intentio (and so as a real [reelles] constituent of it), or that some 
kind of shadow of it exists in it. Rather, it means: the intention, the in¬ 
tending [Meinen] of such an object exists, but the object doesn't. If, on 
the other hand, the intentional object does exist, then the intention, the 
intending, doesn’t exist alone, but what is intended does also .” 57 Cer¬ 
tain recent philosophers in the analytical tradition who are not Mei- 
nongians, or otherwise soft-headed, such as J. L. Maclde, Gilbert Har¬ 
man, and Sidney Shoemaker, have endorsed the necessity of reference 
to non-existent objects . 58 They are quick, however, to point out the 
lack of ontological implications of such a position. Mackie, for exam¬ 
ple, writes that “we must insist that the only entity involved is, for ex¬ 
ample, [the subject’s] having an experience of a certain sort. Talk about 
its intentional object can be no more than a way of characterizing it, of 
saying what sort of experience it is by indicating its content .” 39 Though 
we may well want to question the conflation here of intentional object 
and “content,” as far as the ontological issues are concerned what I 
am suggesting is that we should not see this as a recent, disinfected, 
“analytical” version of intentionalism, but as wholly in keeping with 
the mainstream of the tradition. Compare, for example, the passage 
from Mackie with the following, from Husserl: “Intentional experi¬ 
ences have the peculiarity of relating to represented objects in various 
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ways . . . There is nothing else to this than that certain experiences are 
present, which have the character of intention . . . [Ojnly one thing is 
present, the intentional experience, whose essential descriptive charac¬ 
ter is just the relating intention . . . When this experience is present, eo 
ipso ... the intentional ‘relation to an object’ is accomplished, eo ipso an 
object is ‘intentionally present.’” Husserl goes on to speak of such in¬ 
tentional “relatedness” as a matter of being minded (Zinnutesein) in a 
certain descriptive fashion . 40 Brentano and his followers make similar 
remarks. Throughout its history intentionalism has been at least pre¬ 
dominantly free of excess existential commitments. I intend to cleave 
fully to this majority view. 

What ontologically neutral sense, however, can possibly be attached 
to the claim that there are non-existents? Meinong said that “whoever 
likes a paradoxical manner of expression can therefore indeed say: there 
are objects of which it holds that there are no such objects .” 41 But could 
any presentation of intentionalism escape such paradox? The first step 
towards seeing our way here is to make a distinction. For to say that the 
object of a certain psychological state does not exist is not to say that 
t lat state does not have an object. That would, as Twardowski, another 
major intentionalist, put it, be to confuse “the non-existence of a repre- 
sente object with its not being represented.” He goes on to say that 
a though one would be correct to assert that the objects of certain rep¬ 
resentations do not exist, one would, however, say too much if one as- 
serte t at no object fell under such representations, that such repre¬ 
sentations had no object, that they were objectless representations.” 4 -’ 
Still, as Meinong himself asks, “Even if it is primarily representations 
ich have objects, what really is this kind of‘having’, if that which 
he representation in question ‘has’ can completely fail to exist ?” 44 

, 6 P ni l cipal th,n g to recognize, in considering this question, is 

at, right from its inception, modern intentionalism has rejected the 
suggestion that the “having” of an intentional object is to be construed 
as a relation Here is Brentano on this crucial point: “The term of the 
so-called relation does not at all need to be given in reality. One could 
therefore doubt whether one really is dealing with something rela¬ 
tional [Relatives] here, and not, much rather, with something that in a 
certain respect is similar to something relational, something which one 
might, therefore, call something ‘relation-like’ [‘Relativliches ’].” 44 What 
this means is that when we say of a subject that he is, say, hallucinating 
a dagger, we are simply characterizing the subject psychologically. No 
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other entity is involved. As Brentano’s pupil Oscar Kraus put it: “‘Ob¬ 
ject’ is not here an independently meaningful word, but merely a depen- 
dently meaningful (synsemantic) expression.” 45 Talk of intentional ob¬ 
jects is simply a way of talking about intentional experiences. 

Perhaps, however, an argument due to Kit Fine can be used to force 
just such an “ontology” on to the “psychological” form of intentional- 
ism that I am proposing. His argument is presented in relation to an 
intentionalist account of fictional objects, but it can be modified so as 
to be relevant to our own concerns. He objects to an “abstract or pla¬ 
tonic conception of fictitious objects”—something that would be an¬ 
alogous to Meinong’s “a-psychological” approach—by saying that it 
“runs counter to our ordinary judgements that fictional characters are 
created by their authors.” 46 Similarly, it may be urged, we should not 
think of the dagger that I might just now have hallucinated as having 
forever been waiting non-existently to be apprehended by me. Surely it 
comes into existence when I hallucinate. If so, we seem forced to adopt a 
position analogous to what Fine terms a “creationist” account of fic¬ 
tional objects; and the conclusion that Fine draws would apply: “On a 
creationist view . . . there is a clear and compelling reason for ascribing 
being to fictional objects; for an object could not be created unless it 
could pass, in some appropriate sense of the term, from non-being to 
being.” 4/ The answer to this charge is already implicit, however, in the 
previous remarks by Brentano and Husserl. What genuinely comes 
into being, in the perceptual cases that are our concern, is a hallucina¬ 
tory experience. To speak of that experience’s intentional object is sim¬ 
ply to talk about the “descriptive nature” of that experience, to advert 
to its specific intentional character. The intentional object is not any 
sort of being “over and above” the experience itself. 

It might, finally, be thought that the very claim that reference to in¬ 
tentional objects is essential for psychological adequacy itself carries 
ontological implications. Suppose, for example, that Macbeth is fright¬ 
ened by the dagger he hallucinates. This may cause him to gasp. Do we 
not here have a case where a non-existent has actual causal effects? And 
is not such an idea senseless? Indeed it is; but what we should say is that 
the cause of the fright and the gasp is the visual experience of seeing a 
dagger—for that is real enough. 48 1 conclude, therefore, that appeal to 
intentional objects should not be seen as offending anyone’s ontologi¬ 
cal scruples. 

In fact, the proper initial worry with intentionalism should perhaps 
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be the reverse of the suspicion that it multiplies entities (or modes of 
being). For it may seem that the invocation of intentional objects is the 
attempt to make literally nothing do some essential work in an analysis 
of perception. Recall that we were led to investigate the notion of in¬ 
tentional objects by finding that the extreme position considered in the 
previous chapter lacked the resources to say what needs to be said so as 
to distinguish different perceptual situations: How does hallucinating 
an apple differ from hallucinating an orange, for example? Can we, 
however, really rest content with the suggestion that the difference 
consists in the fact that the two situations involve two different kinds of 
object, neither of which exists? How can a double invocation of nothing 
serve to distinguish anything? Alternatively put: in so far as intention- 
alism really is not multiplying modes of being, and in so far, therefore, 
as intentional objects really do not exist at all, how is this position to be 
distinguished from that of Evans and McDowell? The problem can 
best be put in the form of a dilemma. Either intentional objects really 
are nothing, in which case nothing of value can be said by appeal to 
them”; or, if it turns out that they are indeed necessary for our task of 
giving a descriptively adequate characterization of mental phenomena, 
then surely, my earlier protestations to the contrary notwithstanding, 
they must really exist in some sense. 

Talk of merely intentional objects is, however, an invocation of 
nothing only in an ontological sense. We do, indeed, need an onto- 
logically reductive account of intentionality. Non-existent intentional 
objects supervene on intentional experiences. We should, however, 
sharply distinguish this from any attempt at psychological reduction. Talk 
of awareness of an object is inescapable if we are adequately to charac¬ 
terize certain psychological states as they are lived. Reference to inten¬ 
tional objects is not just “a way” of talking about perceptual experience, 
but the phenomenologically necessary, only adequate, way. It is neces¬ 
sary in order to do descriptive justice to the phenomenological fact of 
someone’s being “minded” in a determinate fashion—a fashion that is 
phenomenologically perceptual in character, not being a matter merely 
of enjoying sensations. What is being thus described is an experience. 
It is crucial to the present position that one be able to combine onto¬ 
logical conservatism with the claim to the phenomenological indis¬ 
pensability of reference to such objects. Remember that “object” does 
not mean “entity”: the former term is here given an exclusively phenome - 
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nological interpretation. The intentional directedness of even hallucina¬ 
tory states of perceptual consciousness is simply a phenomenological 
fact—one that needs to be recognized in any adequate account of the 
mind. This fact alone sustains the intentionalist position. The theory is 
not an ontological, but a phenomenological, one. J. L. Mackie charac¬ 
terizes what he takes to be the “real puzzle about intentionality” as fol¬ 
lows: “Is it not strange that there should be one state of affairs . . . that 
requires for its adequate description the . . . description of a quite dif¬ 
ferent and so far merely possible state of affairs?” 49 Even if it were 
strange, this would hardly constitute a knock-down argument against 
intentionalism. Indeed, is it even that? The phenomenon of intention¬ 
ality is, after all, unique. Moreover, I have attempted to sketch its per¬ 
ceptual genesis in the last two chapters of Part I. 

AT THIS POINT we ought, perhaps, to consider Russell’s explicit argu¬ 
ments against non-existent objects. For although, as I have mentioned, 
Russell succumbed later in his life to the misreading of Meinong as a 
multiplier of entities without a feeling for reality, 50 at an earlier period 
Meinong’s works were an object of serious study for him, and an object 
of infor??ied criticism. Moreover, he is supposed to have refuted modern 
intentionalism, in the figure of Meinong, almost at its inception. There 
are just two Russellian arguments to consider, and they can be dealt 
with briefly, since they have received thorough treatment in the neo- 
Meinongian literature. 

The first is that intentionalists are, despite their intentions, comniit- 
ted to the actual existence of certain non-existents: “For if the round 
square is round and square, the existent round square is existent and 
round and square. Thus something round and square exists, although 
everything round and square is impossible.” 51 This need not detain us. 
For although there may be a problem here for full-blown Gegcnstands- 
theorie , or if it is supposed that an intentional object corresponds to ev¬ 
ery syntactically well-formed, or at least senseful, predicative expres¬ 
sion that may be dreamt up, there is no such problem in relation to the 
realm of perceptual consciousness with which we are alone concerned 
here. For the concept of being existent is hardly part of the content of a 
hallucination. There is no distinction between hallucinating an apple 
and hallucinating an existent apple. There is, certainly, the issue of 
whether or not we are taken in by our experience, whether we believe 
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that there really is an existent object of the kind we seem to perceive; 
but that is a different issue. 52 

Russell’s other objection to intentional objects was that “such objects 
. . . are apt to infringe the law of contradiction. It is contended, for ex¬ 
ample, that. . . the round square is round, and also not round, etc. But 
this is intolerable.” 53 Given that our concern is with hallucination, 
we can doubtless forgo consideration of round squares; but an analo¬ 
gous problem perhaps attaches to hallucinatory objects, since we can 
seem to perceive objects with an impossible, self-contradictory nature. 
Think, for example, of Escher drawings; or the well-known paradoxical 
figures devised by L. S. Penrose and R. Penrose. Perhaps we could hal¬ 
lucinate one of those. Or, since each drawing is, qua drawing, perfectly 
self-consistent, we might hallucinate an object the best pictorial repre¬ 
sentation of which would be such a drawing. There are also examples 
of genuinely three-dimensional illusions that present us with impossi¬ 
ble objects: “paradoxical percepts” as psychologists call them, such as 
the waterfall illusion,” and various sounds that audio engineers have 
succeeded in producing. 54 Yet another example is the “Pulfrich double 
pendulum, a contraption that consists of two rigid bars suspended 
from a hinge that are made to swing one behind the other. When this is 
viewed monocularly in reduced illumination it looks as if the rigid bars 
are passing through one another. 55 All such notmally illusory ph enom- 
ena could be hallucinated. 56 

Meinong’s reply to the original objection, which I regard as entirely 
adequate, was that although some non-existent objects are merely pos¬ 
sible, others are downright impossible (in the sense that they could not 
possibly exist, or be real), and that it is hardly surprising if the latter 
embody contradictions. “The Principle of Contradiction is, for sure,” 
he wrote, applied by no one to anything other than what is real and 
what is possible. • Applied to the realm of hallucination, we simply ad¬ 
mit that some perceptual objects could not possibly exist as real things. 
(If this is denied, it is in effect being allowed that there is no problem to 
answer on this score in relation to perception.) We need, however, to 
beware of a possible error. The error is to accept the following kind of 
inference, which I again illustrate by reference to Russell’s example: Al¬ 
though the round square is square, it is also round; therefore the round 
square is not square (because it is round); therefore it is not the case 
that the round square is square; therefore it both is and is not the case 
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that the round square is square. Such an inference must be resisted, of 
course, as must the converse inference from not being square to being 
non-square, for otherwise we shall have contradictions not only in the 
nature, or Sosein , of certain objects, but in our own philosophical the¬ 
ory. We can, however, avoid this by distinguishing between the ascrip¬ 
tion to an object of a negative property and the non-ascription, or de¬ 
nial, of the corresponding positive property. As Meinong put it, we 
must distinguish between Nichtsosein (being not-so) and the Nichtsein 
vines Sosein vs (the non-being of a being-so). 5S So we block the preced¬ 
ing inference by denying that if an object is non-square (for example, 
round), it cannot also be square: the round square, to continue for the 
moment with this (for us, no doubt, unhelpful) example, is both square 
and non-square. 59 Applied, for example, to the paradoxical perceptual 
phenomenon of a single tone that sounds to be boda rising and falling 
in tone, we do not infer from its rising that it is not falling. 

A related worry concerns intentionarobjects’ lack of complete deter- 
minacy. If a card with even a very simple line drawing on it—a square 
or a circle, say—is held at the periphery of your field of vision, you will 
be able to see a shape on the card, but not what shape it is. We here 
have an object that is indeterminately perceived. Such a perception has 
its possible hallucinatory replica; in which case we should have an in¬ 
trinsically indeterminate perceptual object (a point fully recognized by 
Meinong himself). 60 If so, do not the familiar arguments from indeter¬ 
minacy directed against sense-data count equally against intentional 
objects? Otherwise put, do not intentional objects infringe, if not the 
Law of Non-contradiction, at least the Law of Excluded Middle? The 
reply to this simply parallels the previous one. Indeterminacy may be a 
problem for sense-datum theorists precisely because sense-data are real 
entities. Since non-existent objects do not exist, there is no cause for 
worry over their indeterminacy. Moreover, it is confusing to express 
this fact of indeterminacy as its being a matter of such objects infring¬ 
ing the Law of Excluded Middle, since this principle properly relates to 
the truth-values of propositions. Infringement of this law is avoided by 
denying the validity of the inference from its not being the case that a 
certain hallucinated shape is rectilinear to its being the case that the 
shape is non-rectilinear (that is, curved). The indeterminately halluci¬ 
nated shape itself is neither rectilinear nor curved; but the proposition 
that the shape is rectilinear has a determinate truth-value: it is false, 
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since this is simply not part of the nature of the object of awareness. So, 
once again, a distinction between internal and external negation, or be¬ 
tween propositional and predicate negation, shows that intentional ob¬ 
jects fail to infringe any law of logic—or, more precisely, that our ac¬ 
count of such objects is not itself incoherent. 61 In general, when we 
remember that talk of intentional objects is, as far as we are concerned 
here, but a necessary way of doing phenomenological justice to the 
nature of perceptual consciousness, then if it is the case that we can 
be perceptually presented with paradoxical and indeterminate objects, 
such, features must carry over to our characterization of such states in 
terms of the intrinsic features of their intentional objects; otherwise 
our phenomenological criterion of adequacy would be flouted. If there 
cannot be such paradoxical or indeterminate perceptual objects, the 
problem does not arise in the first place. 

IN FACT, the full force of Russell’s opposition to intentionalism is not 
to be found in his explicit criticisms of Meinong, but rather in his posi¬ 
tive proposal of how to avoid recourse to non-existents: his Theory of 
(definite) Descriptions. This situation can, however, be turned to the 
advantage of intentionalism, because, as I shall now argue, whatever 
the possible merits of Russell’s theory of descriptions in other areas, 
where hallucination is concerned it is hopelessly inadequate. Indeed, 
the complete failure of Russell’s approach constitutes a strong factor fii- 
vouring intentionalism, since it is but one particular way of spelling out 
a more general and more widely held conviction that is simply the de¬ 
nial of intentionalism—a denial that, following the Routleys, I shall 
term the “Ontological Assumption.” 62 This is the claim that it is not 
possible to make genuine reference to what does not exist, so that no 
statement, at the very least no true statement, can have a non-existent 
as its genuine subject. Terence Parsons refers to what is, in effect, the 
same position as “the Russellian rut.” 63 That this “rut” extends far be¬ 
yond Russell’s theory of descriptions is amply demonstrated by the fact 
that Strawson, in his famous attack on Russell’s theory in “On Re¬ 
ferring,” fully subscribes to it. Indeed, the presumption in question 
must be traced back at least to Parmenides, whose use of it wrought so 
much trouble for Greek thought. 64 Since it is this Assumption that is 
ultimately inadequate in the face of hallucination, and since it is effec¬ 
tively but the denial of intentionalism, we have, as I say, a strong argu¬ 
ment in favour of intentionalism. 65 
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The Ontological Assumption, despite its almost universal accep¬ 
tance by philosophers, cannot be said to have a strong intuitive basis. 
Indeed, most people will already feel a certain unease about this As¬ 
sumption when confronted with Quine’s (wholly authentic) expression 
of it: everything exists. 66 On the contrary, most people have a strong 
pre-theoretical conviction that we can make judgements, indeed true 
judgements, about what does not exist. The swiftest demonstration of 
its inadequacy concerns what are known as “negative existentials.” 
Sometimes, it seems at first blush, we wish to deny that a certain thing 
exists. As Macbeth finally says of his hallucinated dagger, “There’s no 
such thing.” Such an assertion is surely true; and yet it also seems to be 
about something in particular. The Ontological Assumption, of course, 
requires viewing these initial appearances as misleading. Since no 
judgement can be literally about what does not exist, any apparent 
judgement that a certain object does not exist must be reconstrued 
somehow. Indeed, in the interests of uniformity, Russell was led to hold 
that neither judgements of non-existence nor even judgements of exis¬ 
tence are really about their apparent subjects, whether or not they ex¬ 
ist: “The actual things that there are in the world do not exist, or, at 
least, that is putting it too strongly, because that is utter nonsense. To 
say that they do not exist is strictly nonsense, but to say that they do ex¬ 
ist is also strictly nonsense.” 67 G. E. Moore similarly avers that “the 
terms ‘real’ and ‘unreal’ cannot, when used in this way, be properly said 
to stand for any conception whatever.” 68 Now, if the Ontological As¬ 
sumption can be shown to be unavoidable, we shall have to accept such 
assertions; but they can hardly be regarded as grounds for making the 
Assumption, since they are, initially at least, wholly counter-intuitive. 
What we need to do is to see if any reconstrual of negative existential 
judgements is acceptable. 

Russell reconstrued such judgements as being about “propositional 
functions”; Ryle has them being about attributes; and Reinhardt 
Grossmann about descriptions. 69 For our purposes we do not need to 
distinguish between these claims: from the intentionalist perspective 
they are all of a kind, and they are all demonstrably false of perceptually 
based judgements. As I have said, it need not be denied that such a 
broadly Russellian approach has application in some areas. It is, per¬ 
haps, not wholly implausible to construe the claim that ghosts do not 
exist as saying that there are no such things as ghosts, and to construe 
the latter statement as denying that anything is-a-ghost. 70 Even when 
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the subject of my judgement is more specific, perhaps a Russellian ap¬ 
proach will do. Suppose that I think that there is a can of beer in my 
fridge: not any particular can I seem to remember putting there—I just 
assume that there will be one (and only one) there. But there is not. In 
order to do justice to my state of belief, perhaps it is sufficient to say 
that I simply entertain an existentially quantified proposition. I do not 
relate in thought to any individual object, intentional or otherwise (ex¬ 
cept the fridge). My thought of a can of beer is a thought about the 
instantiation of a kind of thing. Such a Russellian manoeuvre is far less 
appealing, however, in relation to perceptually based judgements. For 
what if I open the fridge door and hallucinate a can of beer? Here the 
inclination to introduce some particulai * object of awareness is much 
stronger. In the earlier case, perhaps we are happy to credit my cogni¬ 
tive state with a “content,” but no individual object at all. Now, however, 
we are dealing with a case of sensory confrontation: a hallucinated can 
of beer is “bodily present.” If I am aware that I am hallucinating, what 
are we to make of my possible judgement to the effect that, as we are 
initially inclined to put it, that can does not really exist, or is not really 
there? Is such a judgement really to the effect that a certain attribute 
(or description, or propositional function, or whatever) fails to be in¬ 
stantiated? For I am certainly not of the opinion that there are no such 
things as cans of beer, nor even that there are no cans of beer in this 
fridge (since there may be one lurking somewhere in the fridge, and I 
may realize this). My judgement is, rather, to the effect that a certain 
particular can of beer —this can—does not really exist. Such a demon¬ 
strative reference, which is essential to the nature of the perceptually 
based judgement, is precisely what the Russellian tradition has to dis¬ 
count. 

What gives perceptual judgements their demonstrative character is 
the appearance of an object as being at a certain location in our envi¬ 
ronment. So a Russellian may suggest that the attribute whose instan¬ 
tiation is really being denied is that of being a can of beer located there. 
There are three insurmountable problems with such a suggestion, 
however. The first is that perceptual location is not sufficiently precise 
for this generally to work (something that is especially true of audi¬ 
tory perception). Secondly, even when we do make perceptually based 
judgements about precise locations in our environment, we do so on 
the basis of a particular object appearing to us as at that location. As 
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Gareth Evans put it, In the absence of an object to anchor our disposi¬ 
tions, we can make only rather gross discriminations of areas or regions 
in egocentric space. Try 7 to concentrate upon a pill-sized region on a 
white wall in front of you: even if you keep looking, do you have any 
confidence, at the end of fifteen seconds, that you are still looking at 
the same region you began with?” 71 In other words, our grasp of the 
specific spatial location that is supposedly part of the complex attribute 
whose instantiation we are denying in the judgements in question, is 
dependent upon our awareness of an individual object, and so cannot 
be used to avoid reference to such individuals. Thirdly, even if we sup¬ 
posed that our perceptual ability to locate regions of space were precise 
and ungrounded, there is the insuperable difficulty that I can halluci¬ 
nate an object in a place where, just by chance, such an object exists, 
and I can know this. Even if I do not know this, nor even believe it, if I 
am sufficiently reflective I should realize that there at least could ht such 
an object there. Looking into my fridge, I need not believe that there is 
no can of beer exactly there where my hallucinated can appears, since I 
may realize that my hallucination may be blocking out an otherwise 
possible view of a can that is really in that place. A more plausible ev¬ 
eryday example would be an after-image projected on to a wall, giving 
the appearance of there being a dark patch there. My recognition that I 
am seeing no real patch is perfectly compatible with memory-based 
knowledge that there really is a dark patch on just that part of the 
wa h— on e that is of just the kind I seem to see. So it cannot be the exis¬ 
tence of a mere type of physical object, even at a precisely designated 
place, that I am denying when I deny the existence of a hallucinated ob¬ 
ject. Once again, we return to the fact that it is this object , and only this 
one, whose existence I am denying in the sort of judgement in ques¬ 
tion. It is precisely the “bodily presence” that is phenomenologically 
inherent in perceptual awareness as such that wrecks the Russellian 
project. (A related problem stems from the fact, for which I shall argue 
later, that all non-existents are necessary non-existents: no hallucinated 
object could possibly have existed. The Russellian approach is incapa¬ 
ble of recognizing this fact, since the attributes with which it deals typi¬ 
cally could be instantiated.) 

What these last reflections have done is spell out one particular as¬ 
pect of the general truth that any “ Russellian ” approach is incapable of do¬ 
ing justice to de re psychological states. Advocacy of such an approach in 
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this area is but an expression of the “bad old philosophy of mind” en¬ 
countered in Part I, since the only recourse, on such an approach, 
when presented with apparent reference to what does not exist, is to 
the machinery of denotation, or depiction. Such a line demonstrably 
fails whenever we are dealing with cognitions that have, as I put it in 
the preceding chapter, a de re character. Since hallucinations, being phe¬ 
nomenologically perceptual experiences, clearly have such a character, 
the entire Russellian approach wholly misfires in this connection. Rus¬ 
sell himself, of course, would have had no time for such an attempt to 
construe perceptually based judgements along such “Russellian” lines. 
Hallucinations, for him, were clear instances of acquaintance with indi¬ 
viduals—a cognitive situation that rendered senseless the question of 
the possible non-existence of the object. This, however, leads inexora¬ 
bly to the conclusion of the Argument from Hallucination, as Russell 
himself clearly saw. 

Although the “Russellian” approach is hopeless, perhaps there could 
be some other way of handling hallucination that abides by the Onto¬ 
logical Assumption. I know of only one. It stems from the work of 
Kendall Walton on fiction, and it has been applied to hallucination by 
Gareth Evans. The fundamental idea in this approach is that of make- 
believe or pretence. I can move various everyday objects around on a ta¬ 
ble so as to represent the movements of troops in a famous battle—or, 
indeed, in a battle that never took place. In the latter case we can imag¬ 
ine how things might have gone, and enact such a scenario in our own 
dining room. In such a situation I make believe that, say, this salt cellar 
is the British First Infantry Division and that the movement of the salt 
cellar across the table towards the dinner plate is the advance of that di¬ 
vision towards the French artillery. What are we to make of a state¬ 
ment, made in this situation, such as “The British have just advanced 
towards the French”? We want to say that this is in some sense appro¬ 
priate; but do we really want to invoke intentional battlefields to ac¬ 
count for this? We neither want to nor need do this, because the truths 
in question are merely make-believe or pretend ninths. Evans and Walton 
signal such make-believe statements by the use of asterisks; so although 
it is not true that the British have advanced, it is true (really true) that 
*the British have advanced*. 72 We thereby avoid appeal to a realm of 
unreal entities because, as Walton puts it, “The pretense construal has 
the appreciator pretending to describe the real world rather than ac- 





The Solution 


253 


tually describing a fictional one.” 3 Furthermore, I can myself be incor¬ 
porated into the make-believe: I can pretend, for example, that I am the 
French field commander, in such a way that when I say Get ready to 
fire,” I *give a command*. Indeed the pretence might be such that I 
*give a command in French*, even though I am actually speaking Eng¬ 
lish. Even when I do not incorporate myself in the pretence in this way, 
any remarks I may make that in any way rely on the pretence are them¬ 
selves pretend remarks. So when I say that the French are advancing, I 
am not really making a statement, but pretending to make one. I am 
*making a statement about the French*.' 4 A small manoeuvre now al¬ 
lows us to regard such “statements” as being both genuine and true. As 
Evans says: “Now any of the games of make-believe we have been dis¬ 
cussing can be exploited in the making of serious statements about the 
game, and about what is make-believedly the case within it. One makes 
such a statement by *making a statement* (i.e. making a move within 
the game), but in such a way as to manifest the intention that what one 
does should be up for assessment as correct or incorrect (i.e. really coi- 
rect or really incorrect) according to whether or not the statement one 


makes is correct or incorrect*.” 75 

We come closer to our own area of concern when we recognize that 
pretence can also be, as Evans puts it, “existentially creative. In the 
earlier example, the French artillery was, if I may so put it, a real plate. 
If, however, we are subject to a hallucination, and know that we are, we 
can yet pretend that things are actually as they seem to be. Halluci¬ 
nating an apple, I say, “That apple is green.” In such contexts, accord¬ 
ing to Evans, “empty singular terms are knowingly used, not in the fiist 
instance to state how things stand in the world, but to convey the con¬ 
tent of some representation of the world.” 6 Such a context is existen¬ 
tially creative “in virtue of an initial pretence that things are as they 
seem—that things are as the information . .. presents them as being ... 
[0]ne can let the automatic and habitual responses of one’s cognitive 
system take over and produce the make-believe thoughts, emotions, 
and reactions which playing [a] game normally requires. One can 
throw oneself into the pretence by suppressing the impact of disbe¬ 
lief.” 77 Here, it may seem, we have an account of Sosein without appeal 
to intentional objects. Since when I say “That apple is green I am not 
really making an assertion, but only pretending to, we need no inten¬ 
tional object to occupy the place of subject in the proposition I have as- 
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serted. Nevertheless, we can still do justice to the intuitions that lie be¬ 
hind the notion of Sosein, because it is really true that The apple is 
green*. Indeed, it is really true that *there is a proposition to the effect 
that that apple is green*. 

Such a make-believe approach has one signal advantage over the 
“Russellian” one considered earlier: it need not reconstrue those cogni¬ 
tive situations that tempt us to invoke non-existents as all involving 
thought “by description,” or thought about attributes or propositional 
functions. In short, the approach has no trouble in recognizing *de re 
thoughts*. When I go along with my hallucination, I am not restricted 
to thinking things like *there is an apple before me*; I can genuinely 
think That apple is green*. On the other hand, the pretence approach 
fares no better than the “Russellian” one on another score: it too is 
false. The simple reason for this is that denying the reality of a halluci¬ 
nation need involve no pretence whatsoever. It is, perhaps, tempting to 
think that if I deny that something exists, the object of such a denial can 
only be something that I in some way merely suppose or pretend to be 
there. Let us, however, recall Macbeth. “Is this a dagger which I see be¬ 
fore me, / The handle toward my hand?” he wondered. The point is 
that one can be in doubt whether one is hallucinating or not. According 
to the Walton-Evans account, however, if I am hallucinating, I can suc¬ 
ceed in make-believedly referring to something only if I am aware of a 
pretence. In the case of hallucination, I must be aware, or at least be¬ 
lieve, that I am hallucinating. Recall that the proffered answer to the 
problem of negative existentials hinged on the introduction of the no¬ 
tion of a *proposition*. This makes sense only within the scope of a 
pretence. As Evans says, “If‘This does not (really) exist’ is to be intelli¬ 
gible when ‘this’ is empty, it must somehow involve the exploitation of 
pretence.” 1 - What, then, of the question “Does this exist or not?” or 
the statement “I am in doubt whether this exists or not”? Are these sup¬ 
posed to involve doubt as to whether I am pretending or not? Not ac¬ 
cording to Evans: “The Idea involved in the thought ‘Does this G re¬ 
ally exist.-’ cannot be a demonstrative Idea. But we do not need to 
suppose that it must be this Idea (whatever it is) that is employed when 
there is no question of doubt—when one throws oneself into one’s 
thoughts and one’s words.” 79 The present proposal therefore makes 
questions of existence ambiguous: “The standard situation (when there 
is an object) provides the opportunity for a subject to make two positive 
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existential statements: one is a basic existential statement, and the other 
is the statement which the negative existential statement negates.” 80 
Evans is forced into this position because, as we have seen, a true nega¬ 
tive existential must somehow involve the exploitation of a pretence. It 
is also, however, a negative proposition. So there must be a positive ex¬ 
istential, of which the former is the negation, which also depends on 
pretence. So someone who resolves the question whether he is halluci¬ 
nating in the negative, and judges that the object of his awareness 
definitely does exist, is in a position to make raw judgements: one that is 
based on a pretence (which, it may be, was his alone, and which he does 
not endorse, but which he is supposed still to be able to “exploit”), and 
one that is not based on such a pretence. Is this really credible? Sup¬ 
pose that some minutes ago it was an issue for you whether you were 
hallucinating or not. You have now decided the issue in the negative: 
this book really does exist. Can you actually make the two judgements 
Evans postulates? Such a suggestion has no psychological basis at all. It 
strikes me, in its multiplication of propositions, to go beyond anything 
in Meinong in its disregard for a “feeling for reality.” Evans attempts to 
assuage our disbelief here by drawing on the distinction, which we have 
already seen reason to endorse, between the notions of existing and re¬ 
ally existing. Indeed, does not the mere recognition of such a distinction 
give Evans all he requires: a distinction between two positive existential 
judgements, which would naturally be expressed by “This exists’ and 
“This really exists”? These are, indeed, subtly different, but for Evans 
the difference has to be vast: they do not even have the same subject- 
matter, they do not employ the same “Idea.” This is specifically what is 
incredible in Evans’s account: that the two positive existential judge¬ 
ments that you can supposedly make have nothing in common at all save 
for the employment of the notion of existence. Surely what we wish to say is 
that “This really exists” makes exactly the same claim as “This exists,” 
except only that the former implicitly makes reference, as the term 
“real” contrastively always does, to some mode of unreality. Since the 
specific notion of reality in question is that of really existing , the implicit 
reference, as we have seen before, is specifically to at least one person 
for whom the object that is stated to exists is an ob-ject, but for whom 
the actual existence of that object is, in one way or another, in question. 
Such contrastive differences are a matter of context, not of subject- 
matter. Since I can think of no other way of attempting to handle the 
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problem posed by negative existential judgements in connection with 
hallucination that abides by the Ontological Assumption, I think we 
should conclude that the Assumption itself is mistaken. This is a very 
powerful indication indeed of the unavoidability of intentionalism as a 
theory of perception. 

It is, moreover, not only such negative judgements that cause a prob¬ 
lem for the Assumption, claiming as it does that no true statement or 
judgement can be made about an unreal object. For it forbids us also 
from ever truly describing our hallucinations. If I hallucinate an apple, 
we surely need to distinguish, in response to the question “What are 
you visually aware of?” between the natural answer, “An apple” or “A 
roundish object,” and a possible, wilfully perverse, mendacious answer, 
A box of chocolates” or “Something square.” The first two answers 
are, quite clearly, in some sense appropriate in the way the latter two are 
not. But can some notion of appropriateness be made out that falls 
short of truths There is no problem here for the intentionalist, of 
course. 81 Although not every object exists, whether it exists or not, it is 
always time to say of an object that it has a certain nature: that it is one 
sort of object rather than another. No one working under the Ontolog¬ 
ical Assumption, of course, can say any such thing. On such a view only 
truly existing things can be characterized by attributes. According to 
Ryle, for example, “non-existent dachshunds are not dachshunds at 
all for ipso facto they are not anything at all... [A] thing’s being real or 
being an entity or being an object just consists in the fact that it has at¬ 
tributes.” 82 But how, from within this “rut,” are we at all to do justice to 
the undeniably applicable notion of appropriateness just mentioned? 
More particularly, if we do not attribute certain characteristics to cer¬ 
tain non existent objects, how shall we be capable of doing phenome¬ 
nological justice to hallucinations? Evans and Walton will be ready 
vith their non- Russellian approach; but it should be even clearer 
here than it was in relation to negative existential judgements that no 
pretence whatever need be involved in describing a hallucination. 

WE NOW COME to what I regard as the most important set of problems 
that face the invocation of intentional objects in relation to hallucina¬ 
tion-problems that will involve a modification, or at least a perhaps 
unexpected development, of the intentionalist account. These prob¬ 
lems arise from the requirement that in veridical and illusory percep- 
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tion the intentional object be a real physical object. This, after all, is the 
whole point of our examining the intentionalist position as a way of 
sustaining Direct Realism. Indeed, such a claim, once the concept of 
intentionality is in place, simply is an expression of Direct Realism. For 
perceptual consciousness as such is intentional, which means it has an 
intentional object. A perceptual state does not forfeit its intentional 
object in virtue of being veridical. Rather, because of its veridicality, its 
intentional object is a real denizen of our actual environment. Its inten¬ 
tional object exists . If we deny this by suggesting that in non-hallucina- 
tory perception the subject is aware of an intentional object in addition 
to a real object, we shall simply forsake Direct Realism. If this is how 
things end up, our whole exploration of intentionalism will have been 
in vain. We might as well have settled in the first place for the introduc¬ 
tion of sense-data at stage two of the Argument. 

This obvious requirement may yet seem to involve a genuine prob¬ 
lem, because of the way in which intentionalism seems to allocate 
intentional objects, and intentional objects of a specific character, to 
mental states solely on the basis of the subjective character of the states. This 
is, after all, how intentional objects get into the picture in relation to 
the Argument at all. At step two, not a non-normal object, but an in¬ 
tentional object is introduced as the object of awareness in hallucina¬ 
tion—solely on the basis of the phenomenologically perceptual charac¬ 
ter of hallucinatory states. The nature of the intentional object seems 
here at least, in the absence of any relevant real-world object, to be 
wholly determined by the subjective character of experience, by how 
things seem to the subject. Why, after all, do we say that the intentional 
object of Macbeth’s vision is specifically a dagger, if not simply because 
that is how things visually seemed to him? The situation is surely mark¬ 
edly different, however, when veridical perception is in question. Here 
an object is allocated to a perceptual state at least partly on the basis of 
non-phenomenological factors: real-world factors involving the real 
relations between a perceiving subject and elements in his physical en¬ 
vironment. The problem can be put as follows. So far, it seems, the 
only way to develop a plausible intentionalist account of perception is 
to make facts about intentional objects supervene on phenomenological 
facts. Clearly, however, facts about real-world,-physical objects do not, 
for a Realist, so supervene. When a perceptual experience is non-hallu- 
cinatory, such a real object is the. intentional object. But how can what 
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does not supervene on phenomenology be possibly identical to what 
does so supervene? Clearly it cannot; so some development, or at least 
articulation, of the theory is required. 

The problem that now faces us can perhaps best be appreciated by 
considering cases of illusion. When a red ball looks black to me, the 
normal object I am seeing simply is not black. If, however, the sub¬ 
jective character of experience alone suffices to determine intentional 
facts, the intentional object of this experience would seem to be a black 
object. But how can the intentional object black ball be identical to a 
real ball that is red? The thesis that the subjective character of a per¬ 
ceptual experience suffices to fix the nature of its intentional object 
seems to face an equally serious problem with the indeterminacy with 
which objects may present themselves in perception. The character, or 
Sosein, of the line drawing on the card that I hallucinate at the edge of 
my visual field is neither rectilinear nor curved. If we consider the pos¬ 
sible veridical perception that is subjectively identical to such a halluci¬ 
nation, it seems that the intentional object here, top, must be indeter¬ 
minate—something that no actual drawing can possibly be. h - 

Indeed, Gilbert Ryle has suggested that the idea that the subjective 
character of experience suffices to fix intentional facts leads immedi¬ 
ately to epistemological disaster. Contrasting intentionalism with the 
earlier “New Way of Ideas,” he wrote, “Formerly we could not be right 
in our thinkings; now, what is nearly as bad, we cannot be wrong in our 
thinkings. Object-having had been an unrealizable ambition; now it is 
an unevadable obligation. We are choked where we had been starved. 
Object-having was [on the later view] . . . petrified into an inbuilt rela¬ 
tion to a Term. Thought’s targets were made un-missable, and were 
therefore made un-hittable, by being cemented to thought’s very ar¬ 
row-heads. 84 The application of this to the domain of perception is 
straightforward. Whenever we are in perceptual touch with the real 
world, we are so, even when illusion is present, thanks to our natural 
involvement with a physical domain. If intentional facts are determined 
solely on phenomenological grounds, and so in a way that ignores such 
real-world factors, intentionality seems incapable of sustaining a con¬ 
cept of “transcendence.” If intentional objects are superior to sense- 
data and sensations as far as die phenomenology of perceptual con¬ 
sciousness is concerned, epistemologically they may seem to be no 
better. We may still seem to be confined within a “veil of perception.” 
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Not, indeed, a veil of sense-data or sensations, but an equally impene¬ 
trable veil of intentional objects. 85 

So it looks as if the only way to save intentionalism as a form of Di¬ 
rect Realism is to deny that phenomenology suffices to determine the 
nature of intentional objects: to deny what I shall call the “Phenome¬ 
nological Criterion.” But how, it may well be wondered, could such a 
thing be denied." Is not Reinhardt Grossmann entirely justified when 
he writes, as if it were a matter beyond dispute, that an intentional ob¬ 
ject “has all the features with which it appears before a mind”? 86 Have 
we not seen, indeed, that the only w r ay to avoid excessive ontological 
baggage is for us to follow Husserl in insisting that talk of an inten¬ 
tional object is just a way of saying how a subject is “minded,” a neces¬ 
sary way of being descriptively adequate to experience? Is not the no¬ 
tion of an intentional object fully at home only in a phenomenological 
setting? And is it not of fundamental importance to the project of Phe¬ 
nomenology that an intentional object be describable independently of 
whether anything really exists corresponding to it—a commitment en¬ 
shrined in the phenomenological epocbe? Surely we must be able to fix 
upon a pre-given object with its Soseiti independently of the issue of 
w'hether it exists or not. Let us see. 

A minimal denial of the Phenomenological Criterion would have it 
that it holds for hallucinatory states—where we are, as such, wholly out 
of touch perceptually with the environment—but that it does not hold 
for veridical or illusory states—where real-world relations are also es¬ 
sentially implicated in the determination of the intentional object. 
Something along these lines must, indeed, be defended. Unless, how¬ 
ever, some fuller story can be told, such a move merely introduces, in 
an ad hoc manner, a wholly unmotivated asymmetry into the theory 
of intentional objects. The intentional objects of genuine perceptions 
cannot be entirely divorced from specifications of the content of per¬ 
ceptual consciousness in the way envisaged by this manoeuvre. In the 
situation where a red ball looks black to me, we cannot simply say that 
the intentional object is red, for characterizations of perceptual situa¬ 
tions in terms of intentional objects will then lack phenomenological 
adequacy. Somehow a reference to blackness also has to be available to 
such an account. One suggestion might be that we should say that the 
intentional object is red but appears black. This simply recapitulates the 
everyday, ordinary-language, account of the matter, albeit with refer- 
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ence to an intentional object. This may initially appear a surprising 
suggestion, since it may well seem to imply that the introduction of 
intentional objects effectively achieves nothing. It should be remem¬ 
bered, however, that we have been forced to bring intentional objects 
into the present account of perception only because of the phenome¬ 
non of hallucination. It formed no part, at least explicitly, of the discus¬ 
sion in Part I of this work. Illusion has re-emerged as a worry only in 
connection with a rearguard action to defend an intentionalist account 
that is otherwise motivated. It would not be particularly surprising, 
therefore, if reference to intentional objects were to freewheel in rela¬ 
tion to illusion. The real test for this first suggestion will come in con¬ 
nection with hallucinations. “Is this a dagger I see before mer” asks 
Macbeth. If we apply the preceding suggestion to this case, the answer 
is No. What we ought to say is that Macbeth was aware of an object 
that looked like a dagger (just as it looked real). We ought to say this 
because the preceding suggestion involves shunting all characteristics 
that the intentional object does not really possess into the realm of 
mere appearance. But Macbeth was not aware of anything that really 
was a dagger. The problem is, however, that Macbeth was aware of an 
intentional object that was not really anything at all. This- first sugges¬ 
tion therefore entails that there is no truth at all as to the nature of the 
intentional object of which Macbeth was aware. Such a proposal cer¬ 
tainly retains a close parallel to everyday modes of expression—for we 
should not unnaturally describe Macbeth’s situation as being one in 
which it merely seemed to him that a dagger was before him. On the 
other hand, the “freewheeling” nature of this intentionalist proposal 
renders it nugatory; reference to an intentional object of awareness is 
now doing no real work at all. Macbeth was aware of an intentional ob¬ 
ject, the proposal suggests, but one about which nothing can truly be 
said! The only alternative to this way of filling out the suggestion is to 
claim that, since the appearance-reality distinction gains no purchase 
when hallucination is in question, appearance should be allowed to 
constitute truth for hallucinatory objects. If it looks to Macbeth as 
though a dagger is before him, then what he hallucinates is a dagger. 
When, however, we return to cases of illusion, the situation becomes 
extremely puzzling. For we are trying to work out the suggestion that if 
a red object looks black to you, your intentional object is (really) red. 
What is mystifying is how the subjective character of an experience can 
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entail a true characterization of an intentional object in the case of hal¬ 
lucination, but not in the case of illusion. This proposed asymmetry is 
mystifying because wholly unmotivated. Alternatively, saying simply 
that in the case of our illusion the intentional object is black returns us 
to our predicament. 

The way forward here requires us to develop the special sense of 
“object” that is involved in intentionalism. At the beginning of this dis¬ 
cussion of intentionalism, I said that “object” must not be equated with 
“entity.” This is required if intentionalism is to be a significant alterna¬ 
tive to the sense-datum theory in response to the Argument. What we 
now see is that “object” must be distinguished from “entity” even in re¬ 
lation to illusion , where there is an entity of which we are aware. When 
we are aware of a red physical object that looks black, we should say 
that the entity, the “thing,” of which we are aware is red, but that qua 
object it is black. The term “object” should be given an exclusively inten¬ 
tional, phenomenological interpretation. Strictly speaking, an inten- 
tionalist should not characterize our illusory situation as being one in 
which a physical object is red. The object—that is, the ob-ject—is black. 
What is red is a certain physical entity. But, it may be objected, does 
this distinction not wreck the proposed defence of Direct Realism by 
denying the identity of intentional object and real “object” (in the now 
forbidden sense) for all cases of illusion? It does not, because the dis¬ 
tinction in question is not, in the medieval sense, a “real distinction.” 
(Nor, indeed, is it even a “modal distinction”: it is a “distinction of rea¬ 
son.”) To recognize a distinction between an entity (that is red) and an 
object (that is black) is not to postulate two different entities. That, in¬ 
deed, from a Direct Realist perspective, would be to attempt to divide a 
thing from itself. The distinction is merely between a thing as it is in it¬ 
self (or objectively) and the same thing as it is represented by a perceiv¬ 
ing subject . 87 We may be reminded here of the medieval (and Car¬ 
tesian) practice of expressing the distinction in question adverbially: 
although the thing is “formally” red, it is, in a now obsolete sense, “ob¬ 
jectively” black: that is, black qua ob-ject. This has the signal advantage 
of excluding any suggestion that it is anything other than the real, red, 
physical entity that appears black, or that is, in the medieval sense, “ob¬ 
jectively” black. Unfortunately, this terminology will not allow us a 
parallel treatment of hallucination, since here there is nothing to which 
the formal / objective contrast can apply. So finally, and retaining the 
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substantive “object,” we may characterize our illusory situation as be¬ 
ing one where a black object is really red. Once again, the characterization 
of the object, qua object, is determined by the subjective character of 
the perceptual state, but the “really” ushers in the facts that hold in 
reality. Despite the fact that “object” is a “substantive,” propositions 
in which it occurs are to be interpreted no differently from the cor¬ 
responding medieval, adverbial construals where these are available. 
Finally, in the case where I hallucinate something black, we should say 
that I am aware of a black object that is not really anything at all. 

If we do so interpret “really,” we need to be careful, however. In par¬ 
ticular, we need to distinguish between these two questions: “Is the 
subject (really) aware of a black object?” and “Is the subject aware of an 
object that is really black ?” 88 In the illusory case as envisaged, the an¬ 
swers to these questions are, respectively, Yes and No. (The answer to 
the former question would be No only in cases where, through confu¬ 
sion, post-hypnotic suggestion, or whatever, the subject mistakes the 
sensory state he is in.) This proposal, too, may appear initially surpris¬ 
ing. After all, we are not generally accustomed to distinguishing be¬ 
tween X is black and “X is really black.” If X is not black, we tend to 
think, then it just is not black at all. It ought not, however, to be sur- 
prising if a form of inference that is valid for the most part fails in the 
domain of mtentionality. Intentionality is, after all, unique in character. 
In this domain we are not concerned simply with characterizing the 
world, but this together with our representation of that world. VVe are 
concerned not just with things, but with objects. It is surely not unto¬ 
ward that subtleties should enter into the description of the interplay 
between reality and its representation—subtleties that are absent when 
we are simply concerned with the description of things in themselves. 

How then, finally, are we to answer Macbeth’s question? Was it a 
dagger he saw before him? It now looks as if our answer should be Yes. 
And yet this is not entirely plausible. Kit Fine terms such a response 
literalism, and puts his finger on the source of our unease with it as 
follows: “Macbeth asked: ‘Is this a dagger that I see before me?’ Now, 
assuming this is a situation from real life, it seems reasonable to sup¬ 
pose that Macbeth could have been wrong in his answer to this ques¬ 
tion . . . But on a literalist view, it is hard to see how Macbeth could 
have made a mistake ... [T]he object would have been a dagger and so 
his belief that it was a dagger would have been correct .” 89 The point 
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here, I take it, is that when one is genuinely perceiving a dagger, even 
veridically, one’s claim to see a dagger is not incorrigible, since there 
are things that look exactly like daggers but are not (and similarly for 
objects of the other senses). To say that something is a dagger is to go 
beyond a specification of the mere look of a thing. If we are interested 
in truly specifying hallucinated objects phenomenologically, we must 
not employ any descriptions that go beyond the simple deliverances of 
the senses. 

Macbeth did not see a dagger. Not only did he not see a real dagger, 
he did not even see a non-existent or unreal dagger. What he saw was 
something that looked like (perhaps exactly like) a dagger. It is a trivial, 
but important, truth that daggers look exactly like things that look ex¬ 
actly like daggers; and some of these latter may not be daggers. A cer¬ 
tain misshapen carrot, for example, could look exactly like a dagger, at 
least given limited viewing opportunities. Since, given that we are not 
to sever intentionalism from phenomenology, the characterization of 
Macbeth’s intentional object is determined by the subjective character 
of his visual state, and since this state is subjectively identical to both a 
possible perception of a real dagger and a possible perception of a real 
carrot, what are the grounds for saying that he is aware, phenome¬ 
nologically, of a dagger rather than a certain sort of carrot? What are 
the grounds for saying anything other than that he is aware merely 
of something that has the visual characteristics of a dagger? The only 
ground, of course, is that Macbeth would, if he believed his senses, nat¬ 
urally take it that there was, specifically, a dagger before him. Would he 
believe this, however, because this is precisely what his senses inform 
him? Or would he believe this only because he possesses certain gen¬ 
eral background beliefs, so that he would believe that a dagger is pres¬ 
ent on the strength o/what his senses inform him—where this latter is 
something that falls short of the content dagger? In fact, the only rea¬ 
son that Macbeth would believe that there was specifically a dagger 
before him is that, as things are, almost everything that looks like a 
dagger is a dagger, and Macbeth knows this. If the world had been dif¬ 
ferent, if it had contained innumerable dagger look-alikes, and if Mac¬ 
beth knew this, he would not automatically have formed his belief 
about the presence of a dagger. Again, someone wholly unfamiliar with 
daggers would form no such belief, even if he saw the world exactly as 
Macbeth did. Such a person would only acquire the belief that some- 
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thing possessing such and such perceptible characteristics was present 
at such and such a location in space relative to himself. Being a dagger 
is not a visual characteristic , since things that look exactly like daggers, 
but are not, share all of a dagger’s visual characteristics. All that vision 
properly affords are the looks of things; and analogous remarks apply to 
the other senses. This is, indeed, but an application of the anti-concep- 
tualist position that was developed in Part I of this work. This does not 
mean, of course, that we cannot immediately perceive daggers; 90 for if 
the thing that looks to us a certain way is really a dagger, then we are 
immediately perceiving a dagger—even if it does not look like a dagger. 
Perceptual attributions are in this sense “extensional.” It is, however, 
only in cases of veridical and illusory perception, where what is seen is a 
real F, that there is any ontological grounding for a claim to see an F> 
where F-ness is not a “sensible quality” (in the sense of the term ex¬ 
plained in Chapter 1). Whenever the object is unreal, there is no such 
ground. The most that we can say in such a case is that the subject is 
aware of something that looks F. Indeed, the claim that such a subject is 
aware of something that is F is simply false, for there is nothing that 
makes this claim—rather than the contrary claim that it is not F, but 
merely looks it—true. True characterizations of hallucinations cannot 
exceed what is sensorily given to the subject. This is not to revert to the 
“Myth of the Given.” What is given is not “raw sensation,” something 
about which we have Cartesian certainty, but which awaits an “inter¬ 
pretation.” What is given is a physical object, or at least a physical 
“phenomenon,” in space. 

Although Macbeth did not see a dagger, by contrast it is true to say 
that what he saw was shaped thus and so, had such and such a colour or 
lustre, and so on for all sensible qualities perceptible by sight. If, there¬ 
fore, we re-phrase Macbeth’s question as “Is this a dagger-shaped thing 
I se'e before me?” intentionalism can give an affirmative answer. Such 
an affirmative answer is considerably less implausible than it is in re¬ 
sponse to Macbeth’s original question. For by making reference to a 
dagger, Macbeth made appeal to certain non-visual features that are 
necessary for any thing to be a dagger, and this undermines any phe¬ 
nomenologically grounded reason for a positive answer to the ques¬ 
tion. Talk merely of a “dagger-shaped” thing makes no such appeal. 

When characterizing hallucinated objects we also, however, need to 
restrict our descriptions to what a minimally different, genuinely per- 
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ceiving subject would perceive “of” the normal physical object he is 
aware of. If by “dagger-shaped” we mean that the object is shaped ex¬ 
actly like a real dagger—that is, like a certain three-dimensional body— 
then our description still goes beyond what is visually given to a hallu¬ 
cinating subject, at least in a single view. This is because any such view 
of a physical body is partial. What we see of the thing is less than there 
is to it—less, even, than there is to the visible surface characteristics of 
it. Just as half an egg-shell, seen from the right angle, looks exacdy like 
an egg, so half a dagger can look just like a dagger. Since all that we see 
(or feel) of a physical thing is part of its surface , all such claims go be¬ 
yond what is strictly given to the senses. This somewhat traditional, 
even dated, claim is now given a theoretically motivated ground in the 
context of intentionalism as the only viable way of sustaining Direct 
Realism. For in the present context such a claim amounts to the obser¬ 
vation that when the intentional, object of a perception is non-existent, 
there is nothing to constitute the truth of any claim about the nature of 
the object that goes beyond such narrow traditional limits on descrip¬ 
tion. If we allow our subject a more extended, coherent hallucination, 
in which he attains more “views” of the object, we can allow our char¬ 
acterizations of the hallucinated object to expand. The principle that 
governs all such descriptions, however, is the following: Allow all, but 
only, those descriptions of the object that a subjectively identical, ve- 
ridically perceiving, ideally attentive and honest subject would give, 
and that, given veridical perception, entail that the perceived object re¬ 
ally is as described. This is, in effect, simply to spell out what was meant 
by a “sensible quality” in Part I. 

This line of argument also suffices to rule out two related possibili¬ 
ties that surfaced briefly in the previous chapter: that I should halluci¬ 
nate the same object as you, and that I should hallucinate an object I 
have previously perceived veridically or illusorily. Once again, in the 
absence of a real object, such identity claims are ontologically un¬ 
grounded: there is nothing to make them true. In the nature of the 
case, there can be nothing to constitute a distinction between the two 
purported possibilities and situations in which I hallucinate, respec¬ 
tively, an object that is just like yours and that is just like one I have per¬ 
ceived before. This may seem far from obvious; and it has certainly been 
denied. Brian McLaughlin, for example, writes as follows: “When one 
undergoes an hallucination there can be something such that one is 
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hallucinating it. There are, so to speak, de re hallucinations. Just as one 
can dream about an actual individual, so one can hallucinate an actual 
individual. One might, say, hallucinate one’s father. Indeed, I am told 
that it is not uncommon for hallucinators to hallucinate an actual indi¬ 
vidual.” 91 The fact that one can dream about an actually existent indi¬ 
vidual, however, lends no weight to the suggestion that one can halluci¬ 
nate one—at least not as the term “hallucination” has been employed 
in the present work. For it will be recalled that, at the outset of our 
discussion of hallucination, the suggestion that hallucinations are but 
cases of vividly imagining things was set aside. Perhaps all actual hallu¬ 
cinations are of this nature; perhaps, indeed, this .is what “hallucina¬ 
tion” standardly means. I, however, have been employing the term to 
denote a different type of experience: one that is not a matter of imagi¬ 
nation, but a matter of being in a sensory state that is identical to one 
involved in some possible genuine sensory perception of the world. 
Now, one can dream about, just as one can imagine, real individuals 
only because such cognitive states are dependent upon the offices of 
thought, or at least memory. The intentionality of such states, when de 
re, is inherited from thought or memory. Only if hallucinations are un¬ 
derstood as falling within the same genus as such states can they be of 
real individuals something that McLaughlin himself recognizes when 
he writes that “an hallucinatory experience can function only as a sin¬ 
gular element that refers in a secondary way. In de re hallucination, the 
hallucinator must already have possessed a mental singular element 
that refers to the individual in question. Hallucinatory experiences can 
refer, but they cannot initiate referential chains.” 92 Such derivativeness 
is, however, entirely lacking in the kind of genuinely sensory states of 
intentional awareness that we have been concerned with in these pages. 
Hallucinations, in this proprietary sense, are as underivative as are the 
genuine perceptions to which they are phenomenologically identical. 

A further implication is that hallucinated objects not only do not 
exist, they could not possibly exist: they are necessary non-existents. Mac¬ 
beth’s visual object is unreal; but he might, on that occasion, have been 
perceiving veridically while his visual experience was subjectively the 
same. In this possible situation, must we not say that the intentional 
object would have been real, and yet, qua intentional object, would be 
the same as the object of the hallucination? We must not. In this possi¬ 
ble situation Macbeth would have been perceiving a real dagger that 
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was at most exactly like the original hallucinated object. It is not a meta¬ 
physical possibility for a nonentity to be real. In case this is not obvi¬ 
ous, note that it is a straightforward (albeit “trans-world”) implication 
of the preceding observations. 93 For if Macbeth’s dagger could have 
been real, there is some possible world in which either he or someone 
else perceives it veridically. We are then faced with exactly the same 
unanswerable challenge to state in virtue of what it is that his actual 
hallucination is of the same object as the object of this veridical percep¬ 
tion rather than of some qualitatively identical dagger. In all three cases 
it is the lack of a real entity as what is perceived in hallucination that 
undermines the attempt to ground an identity claim. 

To return to our original question, since intentionalist characteriza¬ 
tions of any hallucinated object must be restricted to sensible qualities, 
the only sorts of questions to which the intentionalist is required to 
give affirmative answers are questions such as the following: “Is this a 
curved surface I am seeing (or feeling)?”; “Is this a sweet odour I am 
smelling?”; “Is this a shrill noise I am hearing?”; “Is this a cold surface I 
am touching?”; and, if the object is small enough to be felt at one mo¬ 
ment in its entirety, “Is this a spherical object I am feeling?” In contra¬ 
distinction to Macbeth’s original question, all of these seem strained 
and artificial. The reason for this, of course, is that it is somewhat dif¬ 
ficult to imagine circumstances in which a subject would seriously ask 
any such questions, even of himself. Difficult, but not impossible. If 
we imagine that the subject is extremely psychologically confused, or 
drunk, such questions will no doubt be intelligible. But this is only be¬ 
cause we imagine the subject having doubts as to whether he really has 
a grip on the character of the sensory experiences he is having: he is un¬ 
able, for example, to keep track of the course of his experience from 
one moment to the next. If, however, we set aside such cases of subjec¬ 
tive confusion, the questions certainly are puzzling. The intentionalist 
has an explanation for this. The questions are puzzling because the an¬ 
swer to them all—Yes—would be peifectly obvious to the subjects in 
question. So, far from the intentionalist’s limited commitment to “lit¬ 
eralism” being counter-intuitive, it actually explains why such ques¬ 
tions, within the sphere in question, are peculiarly strained to the ear. 
Can we not, however, envisage questions, even within our restricted 
domain, that intuitively demand a negative reply? “Is this a red thing I 
see before me?” asks a hallucinating subject. Are there not circum- 
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stances in which “No” would be a perfectly reasonable answer? Doubt¬ 
less there are. The circumstances in question, however, would be ones 
in which the question amounts to asking, “Is this really a red thing I see 
before me?” If the question is construed in this way, however, the inten- 
tionalist reply is, of course, not at all counter-intuitive, since it is a 
straightforward negative. That it would, indeed, be most reasonable to 
construe such questions in this way is again explained by the fact that 
they would, without the intended reference to reality, be strained and 
puzzling. 

One final problem that may be thought to attach to the requirement 
that the intentional object of a non-hallucinatory experience be a real 
physical object concerns space. Are hallucinated objects in real physical 
space.'' The question is not whether they are really in this space, since, 
being unreal, they are not really anything or anywhere. The question is 
whether, qua objects, they are so located. When a real red tomato looks 
black to you, I have suggested that you are aware of a black object that 
is really red. The present question is whether, when you hallucinate a 
black object, you are aware of a physically located object that really has 
no such location. In the case of partial hallucinations, we shall need 
some ingenious answer to convince us otherwise. If you hallucinate an 
object on the table in front of you, both phenomenology and naive 
consciousness will testify to its presence on the table. Indeed, a suitably 
lifelike, moderately extended, and coherent hallucination could put 
you in a position to think about, and in general have cognitive “atti¬ 
tudes (or a “comportment”) towards, a particular location in space 
that was otherwise unavailable to you. If you look up and try and focus 
your attention on a small region of unoccupied space about ten feet 
away from you, you will, as we have already noted, quite rightly have 
little confidence in the enterprise. One could, however, hallucinate an 
object precisely there. But what of a complete hallucination—of which 
the experience of a brain in a vat is an extreme example? Could such a 
subject hallucinate an object ten feet in front of himself? Most of us 
would want to insist that in some sense he could; but the question is 
whether such a perceptual experience will give a fix on a place in physi¬ 
cal space—one that is, perhaps, about ten feet from the place where the 
brain is located. Such a suggestion is surely extremely dubious—even 
when fully embodied, active subjects are in question—if the hallucina¬ 
tion is total. 94 The natural thing to say about such cases is that not only 
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the objects, but also the entire space in which they are located, are un¬ 
real—for the objects of a total hallucination are not located at any dis¬ 
tance from any really existing object. It is possible, however, for doubts 
to arise over this. Suppose, for example, that a brain in a vat has, totally 
unknown to it, just been fitted with eyes in such a way that the subject 
will eventually be allowed to see his environment. Everything is now 
ready, and all that is required for the subject to see is that a switch be 
flipped that will cut off the artificial visual inputs to the brain that the 
subject up to now has been receiving, and will allow the eyes and visual 
system to function normally. So as not to shock the subject out of his 
wits, the recently induced course of visual experience has been of a 
scene that is qualitatively identical to what the subject is about to see of 
the real world. The switch is flicked, and there is, let us suppose, no 
subjective change at all. Is it not plausible to describe the subject’s 
course of experience here as its being a matter of real physical entities 
coming to be perceived in the same space as he was aware of before the 
flicking of the switch? 

In fact, the issue here is essentially the same as was involved in 
what, in the initial presentation of the Argument from Hallucination in 
Chapter 7,1 suggested was the most initially compelling way of trying 
to motivate the generalizing step of the Argument by reference to the 
possible subjective indiscernibility of hallucination and genuine per¬ 
ception: pointing out that a subject may move from merely halluci¬ 
nating to genuinely perceiving something without any subjectively 
registered change at all. And the response to the present objection is 
essentially the same as before. Here, too, the Direct Realist must reject 
the assumption that lack of subjective change entails a continuing iden¬ 
tity of object perceived—for any such assumption is pretty clearly in¬ 
compatible with the “externalism” that is, I have suggested, essential to 
Direct Realism. It is just that, in the present case, the “object” involved 
is space. So we should say that in the scenario now in question, the sub¬ 
ject, upon the flipping of the switch, comes to be aware of a new, be¬ 
cause real, space. 

Such a scenario can, however, be made even more intuitively difficult 
for the intentionalist. For imagine that the scene the subject sees just 
before and after the switch is flicked is of a darkened room in which 
only a few obscure shapes to the left and right are visible. Shortly after 
the switch is flicked, the subject sees a light (really) come on in the cen- 
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tre of the room. Throughout this time the subject s eyes are, or seem to 
him to be, fixed on the centre of the room. Suppose also, however, that 
the flicking of the switch, which allows the subject s normal optical sys¬ 
tem to function, this time does not cause the previous artificial visual 
input to cease entirely; rather, it now induces a partial hallucination in 
the subject. Although the subject truly sees the central portion of the 
room where the light is seen to come on, the rest of the “room” is hal¬ 
lucinated, and, moreover, is qualitatively identical to that aspect of the 
visual scene before the switch was flicked. In short, what the flick of the 
switch brings about is that the subject begins to see only the centre of 
the physical room he is in, with all the rest of the apparent scene con¬ 
tinuing to be a hallucination. Can we really avoid saying that the sub¬ 
ject sees a real light beginning to shine in the centre of a space that was 
and continues to be unreal, because entirely artificially induced? It will 
not do to suggest that only in the centre of the subject’s visual field is he 
aware of real space, and that the apparent space surrounding this is un¬ 
real. For if this is said, we shall have to draw the unintuitive conclusion 
that no hallucinated object can ever be located in physical space—that 
no hallucination can be partial. So are we not forced to conclude, ab¬ 
surdly, that the light is seen to come on in an unreal space, even though 
this perception is veridical? We do not. What we should conclude, 
rather, is that as soon as a real light is perceived, the subject’s entire vi¬ 
sual field gives an awareness of the one, all-encompassing space of our 
physical environment. One of the hallucinated dark shapes would be, 
for example, located by the subject just to the left and a little behind 
that light —which is itself truly located in physical space, since percep¬ 
tion of it is veridical. Any genuine perception of even a single physical 
object gives the subject physical space, entire and whole, at one stroke. 

THIS CONCLUDES my defence of intentionalism. I have attempted to 
push the theory as hard as possible, trying to come up with the most 
apparently embarrassing questions for it; but the approach has, I be¬ 
lieve, held up. This defence is not, however, supposed to constitute a 
reason for accepting intentionalism. Those reasons were given earlier. 
For, in the first place, intentionalism is the only way of defending Di¬ 
rect Realism from the Argument from Hallucination—the most seri¬ 
ous threat to this position within the Philosophy of Perception. It 
achieves this, you will recall, by virtue of not construing the object of 
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which one is aware when hallucinating as an entity: as something real. 
Once any such non-normal entity is admitted into the story as an im¬ 
mediate object of hallucinatory awareness at stage two of the Argu¬ 
ment, such will ineradicably remain the immediate object of awareness 
whatever the perceptual situation. In the second place, intentionalism 
has emerged as die most natural way of accounting for hallucination in 
terms of the phenomenological insights that were attained in Part I of 
tiiis work in connection with illusion. For there we discovered the ori¬ 
gin and nature of the intentionality of perception: that in virtue of 
which perceptual consciousness is other than a mere registering of sen¬ 
sation. Since this is a phenomenological fact, it is also to be found in 
hallucination, which is subjectively perceptual in character, whatever 
its causal aetiology. Here too we find a directedness to objects that 
transcend the flux of the real sensory elements in consciousness. But 
whereas in the case of illusion these objects may be identified with the 
normal physical entities with which we stand in real-world relations— 
those entities that focally govern the course of our sense-experience 
and, crucially, that govern those aspects of consciousness that consti¬ 
tute perceptual consciousness: the constancies and the Anstoss —in the 
case of hallucination it makes sense, precisely because of such inten¬ 
tionality, and in the absence of suitable real-world relations, to say that 
these objects do not exist—that they are merely intentional objects. 
This solution to the Problem of Perception has, I believe, been so con- 
sistendy overlooked because of the idea that we can make sense of 
intentionality only by reference to concepts and the nature of thought. 
Since this idea inevitably leads to construing intentionality along the 
lines of Russell’s Theory of Descriptions, and since this is manifesdy 
inapplicable to perceptual awareness, such an approach is destined to 
fail to see the solution. The account of the wholly pre-conceptual gen¬ 
esis of the intentionality that is peculiar to perceptual consciousness is, 
therefore, as integral to a satisfactory response to the Argument from 
Hallucination as it was to a satisfactory response to the Argument from 
Illusion. 
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All translations of foreign texts are my own, though references are given to pub¬ 
lished translations when they exist. 

Introduction 

1. That such a world is at all times dependent upon an infinite creative con¬ 
sciousness—God—was the dominant view until the “Enlightenment.” This was, 
however, taken to be compatible with Realism. 

2. For a detailed account of the issues involved here, which I endorse, see the 
beginning of John Foster’s The Case for Idealism (London: Routledge & Kegan 
Paul, 1982). 

3. This is perhaps too narrow. In Heidegger we find the suggestion that there 
are forms of “comportment” towards the world that are more basic than “cogni¬ 
tion.” I shall, however, regard as Idealism any position that is truly characterized by 
the earlier definition even when any form of “comportment” is substituted for 
“cognition,” since this, too, would make the purely physical domain necessarily 
correlative to human existence: to, if not consciousness and “subjectivity,” at least 
“Dasein. ” 

4. Jean-Paul Sartre, Uetre et le neant (Paris: Gallimard, 1943), pp. 42-65 [Be¬ 
ing and Nothingness, tr. Hazel E. Barnes (London: Methuen, 1958), pp. 8-28]. 

5. Cited in Sextus Empiricus, Pyrrhoneae Hypotyposes, 1.215, in Sextus Em¬ 
piricus , tr. R. G. Bury, 4 vols. (London: Heinemann, and Cambridge, Mass.: Har¬ 
vard University Press, 1967), vol. 1, p. 128. 

6. This claim will be contested by many. In relation to Husserl, I think the 
case is overwhelming—as I argue in a forthcoming book, Husserl and the Cartesian 
Meditations (London: Routledge). As for Merleau-Ponty, the following passage is 
instructive. “As Berkeley says, even a desert that has never been visited has at least 
one spectator, and that is we ourselves when we think of it... The thing can never 
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be separated from someone who may perceive it, it can never be effectively in it¬ 
self’: Phenomenologie de la Perception (Paris: Gallimard, 1945), p. 370 {Phenomenology 
of perception, tr. Colin Smith (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1962), p. 320]. 

7. Sartre, L'etre et le neant , pp. 30-84, 219-235 [Being and Nothingness, 
pp. xxxviii-45, 171-186]. 

8. Heidegger does state, however, that he knows of no demonstration of the 
falsity of Idealism and of the truth of Realism: Die Grundprobleme der Phenome- 
nologie (1919/20), in Gesamtausgahe, vol. 58 (Frankfurt am Alain: Vittorio Kloster- 
mann, 1993), pp. 237-238 [The Basic Problems of Phenomenology, tr. Albert 
Hofstadter, rev. ed. (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1988), p. 167]. 

9. The best account I know of Heidegger’s views on perception, in the con¬ 
text of his philosophy as a whole, is Jacques Taminiaux, Lectures de Vontologie fonda- 
??ientale: Essais sur Heidegger (Grenoble: Millon, 1989) [ Heidegger and the project of 
fundamental ontology, tr. Michael Gendre (Albany: State University of New York 
Press, 1991)], ch. 2. 

10. John Foster, “The Succinct Case for Idealism,” in Objections to Physicalistn, 
ed. Howard Robinson (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1993), 293-313; and Howard 
Robinson, “The General Form of Argument for Berkeleian Idealism,” in Essays on 
Berkeley, ed. John Foster and Howard Robinson (Oxford: Clarendon Press 1985) 
pp. 163-186. 

11. I do not choose this example lightly. Giovanni Battista della Porta’s liken¬ 
ing the human eye to a camera obscura had enormous influence on, indeed was one 
ingredient in, the growth of the Problem of Perception in the early modern period 
of philosophy. For an excellent survey of optical theories in the period preceding 
Descartes, see David C. Lindberg, Theories of Vision Erom Al-Kindi to Kepler (Chi¬ 
cago: University of Chicago Press, 1976). 

12.1 intend the notion of distinctness to be stronger than that of non-identity, 
ost Direct Realists are happy to accept that when we (directly) see, say, an apple, 

we do so in virtue of seeing a part of the apple’s surface. I, for one, certainly see no 
threat to Direct Realism in such an admission. For although an apple’s surface is 
not identical to the apple, it is not “distinct” from that apple. Something is distinct 
« r ° m X ^ and u onl y ^ n ls neidier a. dependent nor an independent part, neither a 
P ie ce nor a “moment,” ofX (For the mereological notions I am employing here, 
see Edmund Husserl, Logische Gntersuchungen, 3 vols., in Husserliana, vol. 18, ed. 
loT^ ^° lenstem ’ and 19/1 ~ 2 > ed. Ursula Panzer (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 

1 ;/5 and 1984) [LogicalInvestigations, 2 vols., tr. J. N. Findlay (London: Routledge 
& Kegan Paul, 1970)], Third Investigation. 

13.1 here echo Moltke Gram’s way of explicating the issue of Direct Realism 

i n T . t , eri ? r s of the notion of a “proxy”: see his Direct Realism (The Hague: Martinus 
Nijhoff, 1983), ch. 1. 

14. When philosophers speak of “physical objects,” they tend to have in mind 
what J. L. Austin referred to as “middle-sized dry goods.” Leaving aside mere size, 
we also, of course, perceive such things as rainbows, shadows, sounds, and so on. 
Where a distinction between these latter and “bodies” would be helpful, I shall re¬ 
fer to them as physical “phenomena,” though I shall also usually intend them when 
I use the term “physical object”—since, equally with sticks and stones, they are 
physical and objects of perception. 
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15. Bertrand Russell, The Analysis of Matter (London: George Allen & Unwin, 
1927), p.383. 

16. The term “normal” is not meant to connote usual or standard, but rather 
to echo the sense of the word as it is used in the phrase “normal to the line of 
sight.” 

17. J. L. Austin, Sense and Sensibilia (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1962), 
p. 19. 

18. The phrase derives from Jonathan Bennett, who himself employed it, in 
effect, to denote any position other than Phenomenalism—a specific form of Ideal¬ 
ism: see Locke, Bei'keley , Hume (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1971), §13. The phrase is, 
however, now widely used in a less theory-laden fashion to connote the general 
spectre of a loss of direct contact with the physical world. 

19. Sextus Empiricus, Adversus Mathematicos , VTI.354 and VII.366 in Sextus 
Empiricus , vol. 2, pp. 186, 192. Compare his Pyrrhoneae Hypotyposes, 1.72-73. 

20. The quotation is from Ayer’s The Problem of Knowledge (Harmondsworth: 
Penguin Books, 1956), p. 3. 

21. I construe this law here as the principle of the “indiscemibility of iden¬ 
ticals”: if X and Y are one and the same, there can be no difference between them— 
since they are one. 

22. The term “genuine” is used, here and in (b), in order to exclude, for famil¬ 
iar reasons, merely apparent counter-examples to Leibniz’s Law based on inten- 
sionally specified pseudo-attributes. 

23. J. L. Mackie endorses such an argument in his Problems from Locke (Oxford: 
Clarendon Press, 1976), p. 8. P. F. Strawson endorses at least the incompatibility: 
see his “Perception and Its Objects,” in Perception and Identity , ed. G. F. Macdonald 
(London: Macmillan, 1979), p. 49. 

24. David Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature , ed. L. A. Selby-Bigge and P. H. 
Nidditch, 2d ed. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1978), pp. 210-211. 

25. For an interpretation of Hume along these lines, see John Wright, The 
Sceptical Realism of David Hume (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1983), 
p. 45. 

26. For the earlier history of this argument, see John W. Yolton, Perceptual Ac¬ 
quaintance from Descartes to Reid (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1984), chs. 2 -A. The ar¬ 
gument was still popular in the nineteenth century: see, for example, Hippolyte 
Adolphe Taine, De ^Intelligence , 2 vols. (Paris: Hachette, 1870) and Thomas H. 
Huxley, Hume: With Helps to the Study of Berkeley , Collected Essays, vol. 6 (London: 
Macmillan, 1908). 

27. Leibniz states the argument concisely: “And since rays of light take time 
(however short it may be), it is possible that the object should be destroyed in this 
interval and no longer exist when the ray reaches the eye, and what no longer is 
cannot be the present object of sight”: Nouveaux Essais sur VEntendement Humain, 
Samtliche Schriften und Briefe , ser. 6, vol. 6 (Darmstadt: Deutsche Akademie der 
Wissenschaft, 1962) [New Essays on Human Understanding , tr. Peter Remnant and 
Jonathan Bennett (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981)], p. 135. For a 
modern discussion of this argument, see W. A. Suchting, “Perception and the 
Time-Gap Argument,” Philosophical Quarterly 19 (1969): 46-56. 

28. I spell the word “reflexion” when it bears this sense. I reserve the term “re- 
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flection” for contexts where connotations of pondering and ratiocination are rele¬ 
vant. 

29. The notable exception to this observation is Wilfrid Sellars, a major post¬ 
war philosopher who returned again and again, throughout his career, to the issue 
of perception. His work will receive detailed consideration later. 

30. A remark by Jacques Derrida is symptomatic, if extreme: “There is no such 
thing as perception.” See La Voix et Le Pheno?nene (Paris: Presses Universitaires de 
France, 1967), p.,50n [Speech and Phenomena, tr. David B. Allison (Evanston, Ill- 
Northwestern University Press, 1973), p. 45n]. 

31. Sextus Empiricus, Pyrrhoneae Hypotyposes, 1.99. 

32. The reference is, of course, to W. V. Quine, Woi'd and Object (Cambridge, 
Mass.: MIT Press, 1960), ch. 2. 

33. Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers , with English translation 
by R. D. Hicks, 2 vols. (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1995), 
VII.49. 

34. See, for example, J. L. Mackie, Problems fi‘om Locke , ch. 2, §7, and Frank 
Jackson, Perception (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977), ch. 6. 
(Mackie’s version of Indirect Realism is, it should be said, non-standard, since his 
proxies are not entities but intentional objects. That intentional objects, properly 
understood, are not proxies, and that their recognition is compatible with Direct 
Realism, will be the burden of Part II of this work.) 

35. Another option, of course, is scepticism—a position I shall simply not con¬ 
sider in this work. 

36. Hume, Treatise , p. 193. 

37. Jean le Rond d’Alembert, Essai snr les Elemens de Philosophic , Oeuvres 
Philosophiques, Historiq lies et Lift era ires d'Alembert, 5 vols. (Paris: Bastien, 1805), vol. 

2,p. 126. 

1. The Argument 

1. Frank Jackson, Perception (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977), 
p. 107.1 am given to believe that Jackson no longer endorses Indirect Realism. 

2. G. Dawes Hicks, Critical Realism (London: Macmillan, 1938), p. 76. 

3. J. L. Austin, Sense and Sensibilia (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1962), 

p. 29. 

4. The phrase “perceptually appears” is something of a term of art. It will be 
properly explained in the following section of this chapter. 

5. See, for example, Diana Deutsch, Musical Illusions and Paradoxes (Philomel 
DIDX037 155). 

6. Although it is always Berkeley who is referred to in this connection, he was 
not the first philosopher to make the general point, or even the first to employ it 
against the doctrine of primary and secondary qualities. Theophrastus, for exam¬ 
ple, makes precisely the same move against Democritus: see his De Sensibus, §70, to 
be found, with translation, in George Malcolm Stratton, Theophrastus and the Greek 
Physiological Psychology before A?‘istotle (London: George Allen and Unwin, and New 
York: Macmillan, 1917), pp. 128-129. 

7. For an amusing example of what can happen when this is denied, see the 
Frank Cioffi anecdote in G. E. M. Anscombe, “The Intentionality of Sensation: A 
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Grammatical Feature,” in Analytical Philosophy , 2d ser., ed. R. J. Buder (Oxford: 
Blackwell, 1965), pp. 158-180. 

8. Deutsch’s Musical Illusions and Paradoxes gives some striking examples of 
directional illusions. 

9. The “phantom limb” phenomenon is well known, but perhaps more prop¬ 
erly should be considered a case of hallucination than one of illusion. 

10. James R. Lackner, “Some Proprioceptive Influences on the Perceptual 
Representation of Body Shape and Orientation,” Brain 111 (1988): 281-297. 

11. H. H. Price, Perception (London: Methuen, 1954), pp. 31-32. That sense- 
data are such fleeting products has, of course, not yet been shown; but the general 
thrust of Price’s claim is clear. 

12. Austin, Sense and Sensihilia , p. 52. 

13. A. J. Ayer saw this point clearly: see, for example, The Problem of Knowledge 
(Harmondsworth: Penguin Books, 1956), pp. 87-88. And compare J. L. Mackie, 
Problems from Locke (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1976), pp. 48-49. 

14. We are now in a position to state the very weakest premise that suffices to 
initiate the Argument. It is to the effect that, for any possible physical object, some 
quality of that object is possibly subject to “illusion” in each possible sense by 
which we might perceive that object. 

15. T. P. Nunn, “Are Secondary Qualities Independent of Perception?” Pro¬ 
ceedings of the Aiistotelian Society 10 (1909-1910): 208. 

16. E. B. Holt et al., The New Realism (New York: Macmillan, 1912). I should 
perhaps say that Percy Nunn, referred to earlier, was not an American New Realist, 
but a British sympathizer. 

17. Jean-Paul Sartre, Uetre et le ne'ant (Paris: Gallimard, 1943), pp. 372-375 
[Being and Nothingness , tr. Hazel E. Barnes (London: Methuen, 1958), pp. 310— 
312]. 

18. “Perception” is sometimes “aisthesis,” sometimes “phantasia.” The inter¬ 
pretative issues surrounding the Epicurean claim are delicate. For good recent dis¬ 
cussions see C. C. W. Taylor, “All Perceptions Are True,” in Doubt and Dogmatism , 
ed. Malcolm Schofield, Myles Bumyeat, and Jonathan Barnes (Oxford: Clarendon 
Press, 1980), pp. 105-124, and G. Striker, “Epicurus on the Truth of Sense-Im¬ 
pressions,” Archiv fiir Geschichte der Philosophic 59 (1977): 125-142. 

19. Adversus Colotem, 1100D, in Plutarch’s Moralia , 15 vols. (London: Heine- 
mann, and Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1957), vol. 14, p. 208. 

20. Sartre, Uetre et le neant , p. 375 [Being and Nothingness , p. 312], 

21. Winston H. F. Barnes, “The Myth of Sense-Data,” Proceedings of the Aristo¬ 
telian Society 45 (1944-1945); repr. in Perceiving , Sensing, and Knowing, ed. Robert J. 
Swartz (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1965), p. 144. 

22. D. M. Armstrong, A Materialist Theoiy of Mind (London: Routledge & 
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1961) and A Materialist Theoiy of Mind (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1968). 

42. The first such publication was Fred Dretske, Seeing and Knowing (London: 
Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1969). 

43. I have discussed this matter in detail elsewhere: see A. D. Smith, “Percep¬ 
tion and Belief,” Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 62 (2001): 283-309. 
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44. The following argument is similar to one to be found in Romane Clark, 
“The Sensuous Content of Perception,” in Castaneda, Action , Knowledge and Real¬ 
ity , p. 112. Clark, however, does not pay sufficient attention to the fact that the dual 
component theory makes reference to a causal connection between object and per¬ 
ceptual state. 

45. If we imagine a world in which mothers’ presence standardly causes a cer¬ 
tain sort of headache in their offspring, we can even stipulate that my mother has 
caused my headache in virtue of a “non-deviant causal chain.” I still do not perceive 
her—at least not directly. 

46. Sellars, Science and Metaphysics, p. 16. 

47. Thomas Reid, An Inquiry into the Human Mind , On the Principles of Common 
Sense , repr. 4th ed. (Bristol: Thoemmes, 1990), p. 114. 

48. Reid, Essays , 11.20, p. 294. 

49. Ibid., p. 297. 

50. Michael Ayers, Locke , 2 vols. (London: Routledge, 1991), vol. 1, p. 184. 

51. Ibid., esp. chs. 15, 20-22. 

52. Sir William Hamilton’s editor’s notes to The IVorksofThotnas Reid , D. D., 2 
vols. (Edinburgh: Maclachlan & Stewart, 1872). For a critic of Sellars, see, e.g., 
Romane Clark, “Sensibility and Understanding: The Given of Wilfrid Sellars ” 
Monist 66 (1983): 353. 

53. Russell, The Problems of Philosophy, pp. 30 and 42, respectively. 

54. A point forcefully made by Samuel Bailey, w'hos'e own account of percep¬ 
tion in some ways resembles that of Reid. See Samuel Bailey, Letters on the Philoso¬ 
phy of the Human Mind , 2d ser. (London: Longman, Brown, Green, Longmans & 
Roberts, 1858), p. 35. 

55. For example, Pappas, “Sensation and Perception in Reid,” p. 160, and 
Timothy J. Duggan, “Critical Study: The Scottish Philosophy of Common Sense by 
S. A. Grave,” Philosophical Quarterly 12 (1962): 89. (As I have pointed out, “causal” 
is not exacdy the right word in connection with Reid.) 

56. Consciousness,” claimed Helmholtz, “can arrive at a cognition of [bodies] 
only through an inference. For, in general, only through inferences can we cognize 
what we are not directly perceiving”: “Uber das Sehen des Menschen,” p. 112. 

<dalm that Hume was an Indirect Realist is hardly uncontroversial, 
smce he has often been read as not being a Realist at all. Suffice it here to say that I 
a ” W „ h ° y co ™ nced by John Wright’s ground-breaking exposition of this topic: 

. ( C C T‘ Ca Rea mn °f David Hume (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 

). It is certainly difficult for any alternative interpretation to make sense of a 
passage such as the following: “Properly speaking, ’tis not our body we perceive, 
when we regard our limbs and members, but certain impressions, which enter by 
our senses”: Hume, Treatise, p. 191. 

58. H. A. Prichard, Knowledge and Perception (Oxford: Clarendon Press 1950) 

p. 68. ’ y ’ 

„ , 59 - SeIlars ’ Sdence ’ Potion and Reality, pp. 90-91. This is the second sense of 

epistemic” mentioned above. 

60. Sellars, “Carus Lectures,” p. 89, n. 11. 

61. Sellars, Philosophical Perspectives (Springfield, Ill.: Thomas, 1967), p. 205. 

62. Towards the end of his career Wilfrid Sellars came increasingly to recog¬ 
nize the importance of the question concerning what we perceive “of’ objects. 
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When we see a pink ice cube, “we see not only that the ice cube is pink, and see it as 
pink, we see the very pinkness of the object”: “Sensa or Sensings,” pp. 88-89. Some¬ 
how, indeed, this fact has to be accounted for. Reflecting on this mark of adequacy 
leads Sellars to go so far as to say that “visual perception itself is not just a concep¬ 
tualizing of colored objects within visual range—a ‘thinking about’ colored objects 
in a certain context—but, in a sense most difficult to analyse, a thinking in color 
about colored objects”: “The Structure of Knowledge,’ p. .^05 (emphasis mine). 
And again: “That the relation between the sensing and the taking is at least in part 
that of the former (given a certain perceptual set) being the immediate cause of the 
latter, is, I believe, clear. Might not the relation be even more intimate?”: “Some 
Reflections on Perceptual Consciousness,” in CvosscuiTents in Phenomenology , ed. 
Ronald Bruzina and Bruce Wilshire (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1978), p. 182. 


It had better be; but this is just what a dual component analysis of perception can¬ 
not allow. Visual perception, on such a view, is not in any sense a thinking in colour, 
but a thinking accompanied and caused by colour (or colour'). Any attempt within the 
context of a dual component account to establish a greater degree ot intimacy be¬ 
tween perceptual judgement and sensation will end up construing such sensation as 
itself an object of awareness. For since the sensuousness of the “very pinkness’. ot 
the ice cube that I see enters the dual component theory as a character of sensation 
lying outside the perceptual judgement, how can we avoid being forced to ac¬ 
knowledge that in the judgements that direct us to “this very pinkness,” we are 
mentally directed to a sensation? “Is it so easy,” Sellars himself asks at one point, 
perhaps as implicit criticism, or at least qualification, of his own earlier account of 
these matters, “to downplay the awareness of objectless sensings? : Sensa or 
Sensings,” p. 98. (“Objectless sensings” is Sellars way of expressing his allegiance to 
an “adverbial” account of sensation.) 

63. Reid may have been influenced in this matter by a work on optics by Wil¬ 
liam Porterfield, where, for example, we find the following passage: “Tho’ all our 
sensations are passions or perceptions produced in the mind itself, yet the mind 
never considers them as such, but, by an irresistible law of nature, it is always made 
to refer them to something external”: William Porterfield, A Treatise on the Eye , 2 
vols. (Edinburgh, 1759), vol. 1, p. 364. 

64. Reid, Essays , 11.16, p. 247. 

65. Ibid., 11.18, p. 268. Such a claim has been made by many writers through¬ 
out the two succeeding centuries. In the last chapter we saw Quinton making effec¬ 
tively the same point when he denied that the “language of appearing” is used to 
describe our “sense-experience.” And Helmholtz made similar claims: see, for ex¬ 
ample, Handbuch der physiologischen Optik , vol. 3, p. 7 [Treatise of Physiological Optics , 
vol. 3, p. 6]. Note, however, that despite this, Helmholtz was an Indirect Realist! 


66. Hume, Treatise , p. 193. 

67. Many such are detailed in C. W. K. Mundle, Perception: Facts and Theories 


(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1971). 

68. Helmholtz, Handbuch der physiologischen Optik , vol. 3, p. 13 [Treatise of Phys¬ 
iological Optics , vol. 3, p. 13]. Brian O’Shaughnessy, as we shall see later, has devel¬ 
oped a dual component theory of the non-perceptual relation in which we stand to 
our own bodies. As he himself points out, such a theory has, by contrast, no plausi¬ 
bility at all in relation to perception, because of the way in which sensation func¬ 
tions to direct attention: see The Will , 2 vols. (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
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Press, 1980), vol. 1, chs. 6-7. (O’Shaughnessy s own response to this is to adopt a 
representationalist theory of perception.) 

69. Reid, Essays , 11.21, p. 300. 

70. Ibid., 11.17, p. 257. Reid indeed claimed that “in seeing a coloured body, 
the sensation is indifferent, and draws no attention,” and thus classifies colour to¬ 
gether with the primary qualities: Ibid., 11.18, pp. 268-269. I shall, however, ignore 
this—not only because it contradicts his standard treatment of secondary qualities, 
of which of course he took colour to be one, but also because the suggestion that 
we overlook sensuous colour is as absurd as was the parallel suggestion in relation 
to hearing. 

71. Ibid., 11.17, p. 254. 

72. Ibid., p. 256. 

/3. Actually, not entirely across the board: such “infection” does not extend to 
what, in Chapter 5, I shall term the u A?istoss.” It does, however, extend sufficiently 
far to wreak havoc with Reid’s account. 

/4. Not only does Reid fail to see a problem here, but also some of his remarks 
suggest that he assumed that merely descriptive, quantified propositions could 
serve as the contents of perceptual judgements. Thus he speaks of auditor}', gusta¬ 
tory, and olfactory sensations as giving rise to “a conviction that these sensations 
are occasioned by some external object,” and of the sensations produced by an ivory 
all held in the hand being “followed by the conception and belief that there is in 
my hand a hard smooth body of a spherical figure”: Essays, II.21, p. 302 (emphasis 
mine). Reid does, it is true, make an object’s qualities, rather than the physical ob¬ 
ject itself, the immediate object of perception ( Essays , 11.17, p. 252), and he recog¬ 
nizes the existence ol particular or individual qualities: “The whiteness of this sheet 
is one thing whiteness is another . . . : the first signifies an individual quality really 
existing, and is not a general conception.” He also says that “an universal is'not an 
oVd of any external sense": Bays, V.3, p. 482 and V.6, p. 517, respectively. What 

iTSESSiSf “ R ' id “7 >=nse of 

75. Sellars, Science and Metaphysics, p. 7 . 

ter-imao-77’ °. f c ° urse > ls 11 sufficient—even if we add that the belief is true. An af- 
there is a n^f mC ^ UC ^ e tbat t ^ lere ‘ s a shadow on the facing wall; even if 
fe”„ the ^ , "‘' Ch,nS !hld ° W ,h ' re ' 1 d » n °‘ O. since the after-image 

78 Ibid arS ’ < Berkeley and Descartes,” p. 284, including n. 27. 

T J 9 - < ^ aret * 1 E va ns, Collected Papers (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1985) pp 4-13 

writes that "if a ™= 10n T ”2“ ^-ampfe 

thine or even f. h° 0 ^ 7 f caus ally-receive nothing but false beliefs about some- 

said to Derceive I f -’ h 7T; thmk 7n < ’ false bdiefs ab ° Ut il > he could not be 

have beeJ Z “ 'f PP- 77-78. That this is simply false might 

the su b biect r h t0 • er ^ HiS V6ry W ° rdS: if the false beliefs are “about it," 
tne subject must be perceiving it. 

i • ellarss account of perceptual reference would seem to have its precise an- 
alogue in John Searle s suggestion that*; least one of the descriptions in the dossier 

Hindi 7 oSsHoTlT ° f ’ r ' fer ‘ m ° rth ” nam ' : " Pr ° per Names '’ 
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81. A term is descriptive if it expresses some descriptive condition (i.e., repre¬ 
sents a certain kind of thing) and it denotes , or is about, any object that meets that 
condition (i.e., that actually is that kind of object). Since we are interested in refer¬ 
ence to, or awareness of, individual objects, there needs to be one and only one object 
fitting the descriptive specification. 

82. The importance of this kind of situation was stressed in H. P. Grice, “The 
Causal Theory of Perception,” Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society 35 (1961): 121— 
168. 

83. William G. Lycan, “Thoughts about Things,” in The Representation of 
Knowledge and Belief ed. Myles Brand and Robert M. Hamish (Tucson: University 
of Arizona Press, 1986), p. 161. 

84. The issues, here, crystallize in his term “this-suches.” What I am in effect 
suggesting is that this notion, precisely as it is construed by Sellars, is incoherent: 
the demonstrative “this” conflicts with the denotational “such.” 

85. Among concrete entities, we perhaps could also be so acquainted with the 
self. Acquaintance is, in short, restricted to items about the existence of which we 
have Cartesian certainty. (Russell also attributed to us acquaintance with univer¬ 
sal.) 

86. See Ernest Sosa, “Propositional Attitudes De Dicto and De Ref Journal of 
Philosophy 67 (1970): 838-896, for some of the problems involved in trying to de¬ 
limit the scope of de re attitudes; and Gareth Evans, The Varieties of Reference (Ox¬ 
ford: Clarendon Press, 1982) for a discussion of “testimony demonstratives.” 

87. P. T. Geach, Mental Acts (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1957), p. 64. 

88. Tyler Burge, “Belief De Ref Journal of Philosophy 74 (1977): 346. The quo¬ 
tations immediately following are all from this article. 

89. It would be excessively generous to construe “mental” as restricted to truly 
conceptual items functioning descriptively, since in the very next sentence Burge 
characterizes sense-data as “mental.” 

90. I have in mind not only Tyler Burge’s well-known papers arguing against 
“individualism,” starting with “Individualism and the Mental,” Midwest Studies in 
Philosophy 4 (1979): 73-122, but also his “Russell’s Problem and Intentional Iden¬ 
tity,” in Agent , Language , and the Structure of the Worlds ed. James E. Tomberlin (In¬ 
dianapolis: Hackett, 1983), pp. 79-110. 

91. Kent Bach, “De re Belief and Methodological Solipsism,” in Thought and 
Object , ed. Andrew Woodfield (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1982), p. 136. The quota¬ 
tions immediately following are all from this article. 

92. Bach stresses that he wants to remain non-committal on the “ontological 
structure of perception,” and he does not restrict the characterization of percepts 
to purely sensible qualities. The crucial point, however, is that percepts are speci¬ 
fied purely phenomenologically and do not, of themselves, have objects. Thus he 
uses the schema “A „,fs” to represent percepts—to be read: s is appeared to/-ly, in a 
way that physical object x can appear, in sense-modality m —and stresses that “the 
content of a perceptual state, the percept, is given by providing values for ■ m ’ and 
f (but not for 'x 7 )” 

93. Hence, Bach’s analysis of s 's perceptual judgement, in se nse-modality m , 
that a certain object that appears/to him is G is “(3 ! x)(Cx(A m f x s) &G X ).” Here 
“C” stands for the kind of causal relation that holds between a perceptual experi¬ 
ence and the physical object that it is of. So the analysis runs: there is a unique x 
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such that x causes s to be appeared tof-\y in sense-modality ?//, and x is G. As Bach 
makes clear, only the portions of this formula under the bars “represent the per¬ 
ceptual and the conceptual contents of s' s perceptual belief,” and those parts, as 
such, are clearly open, being bound from outside. Outside of consciousness, we 
might say. 

94. As mentioned briefly in the Introduction, the situation here is closely re¬ 
lated to what is involved in understanding demonstrative utterances. Suppose you 
sav, “I bought this in France,” where “this” is entirely non-anaphoric. As is now 
generally recognized, I do not fully grasp what you say unless I perceive what it is 
that you are referring to by uttering “this.” Perceiving the object puts me in a posi¬ 
tion to gain an understanding, to come by a de re thought, that w ould otherwise not 
be available to me. 

95. The idea is especially popular among “cognitive scientists.” Steven Pinker, 
for example, writes that “in no computational theory of a mental process does sub¬ 
jective experience per se play a causal role; only representations and processes do, 
and the subjective experience, if it is considered at all, is assumed to be a correlate 
of the processing”: see his “Visual Cognition: An Introduction,” in Visual Cognition , 
ed. Steven Pinker (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1985), p. 34. For strenuous dis¬ 
sent from within the cognitive science camp itself, however, see Anthony J. Marcel, 
“Phenomenal Experience and Functionalism,” in Consciousness in Contemporary Sci¬ 
ence, ed. A. J. Marcel and E. Bisiach (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1992), 
pp. 121-158. 

96. Michael Ayers’s insistence that our perceptual knowledge is transparent is 
again of relevance here. 

97. Edward Craig, “Sensory Experience and the Foundations of Knowledge,” 
Syntbese 33 (1976): 8. 

98. The primary text by Everett Hall is Our Knowledge of Fact and Value (Cha¬ 
pel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1961). 

99. Romane Clark, “Sensing, Perceiving, Thinking,” Grazer Philosophische 
Studien 7/8 (1979): 287. 

3. Perception and Conception 

1. In the 1930s, Dunker found that a leaf-shaped object was perceived as 
more green than an identically coloured donkey-shaped object: Karl Dunker, “The 
Influence of Past Experience upon Perceptual Properties,” American Journal of Psy¬ 
chology 52 (1939). 255—265. Related findings have been made since; see Jerome S. 

runer and Leo J. Postman, “On the Perception of Incongruity: A Paradigm,” 
Journal of Personality 18 (1949), repr. in Jerome S. Bruner, Beyond the Infatuation 
Given, ed. Jeremy M. Anglin (New York: Norton, 1973), pp. 68-83, and John L. 
Delk and Samuel Fillenbaum, “Differences in Perceived Color as a Function of 
Characteristic Color,” American Journal of Psychology 78 (1965): 290-293. Again, 
Gestalt pictures” do not commonly switch spontaneously between the two avail¬ 
able “percepts”; such a change in perceptual re-organization typically requires both 
familiarity with the depicted objects and prompting: see, for example, Irwin Rock, 
The Logic of Perception (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1983), pp. 77-80. As for 
other sense modalities, it has been found that subjects think they can detect both a 
stronger taste and a stronger smell in fruit juices when the only difference between 
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them and a comparison liquid is one of colour: see Debra A. Zellner and Mary A. 
Kautz, “Color Affects Perceived Odor Intensity,” Journal of Experimental Psychol¬ 
ogy: Hu?nan Perception and Performance 16 (1990): 391-397 (which although explic- 
idy about smell, contains references to the parallel literature on taste). And if sub¬ 
jects are shown a film close-up of a person repeatedly pronouncing the syllable [ga] 
while listening to a synchronized tape of that person pronouncing the syllable [ba], 
they report hearing [da]: see Harry McGurk and John MacDonald, “Hearing Lips 
and Seeing Voices,” Nature 264 (1976): 747-748. Judgements of noise level are also 
affected by whether sentences that subjects are trying to hear through the noise are 
familiar to them or not: see Larry L. Jacoby, Lorraine G. Allan, Jane C. Collins, 
and Linda K. Larwill, “Memory Influences Subjective Experience: Noise Judg¬ 
ments,” Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learning , Memory, and Cognition 14 
(1988): 240-247. 

2. For good discussions of this important distinction, see Ralph Norman 
Haber, “Nature of the Effect of Set on Perception,” Psychological Review 73 (1966): 
335-351, and Lester E. Krueger, “Familiarity Effects in Visual Information Pro¬ 
cessing,” Psychological Bulletin 82 (1975): 949-974. 

3. For a level-headed assessment of such effects, see Rock, Logic of Perception, 
ch. 11. 

4. These were the years when an extreme conceptual relativism was rife. Per¬ 
haps the most egregious form of this approach was the idea that the perception of 
colour is determined, via our language, by the colour “concepts” we possess. 

5. Norwood Russell Hanson, Patterns of Discovery (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1958), p. 7. 

6. To my ear at least, “saw a telescope” sometimes invites the intensional 
reading, whereas “saw the telescope” does not at all. If this is right, then insisting on 
the intensional reading even for the former would bizarrely block the inference from 
“Xsaw the telescope” to “X saw a telescope.” Such an insistence would also invali¬ 
date statements such as, u The first time the native saw a typewriter, he was puzzled.” 
(Moreover, the italicized phrase would never naturally be employed to denote the 
first occasion on which our tribesman “conceptualized” a typewriter as a type¬ 
writer, if he had seen one before.) 

7. Martin Heidegger, Zur Bestimmung der Philosophic, in Gesamtausgabe , vol. 
56 no. 7 (Frankfurt am Main: Vittorio Klostermann, 1987), p. 72. 

8. Fred Dretske and Jerry Fodor are two leading contemporary philosophers 
who have vigorously opposed conceptualism, as has David Marr at the “cognitive 
science” end of things. Dretske puts his finger on the central issue when he speaks 
of “a mistaken conflation of perception with conception” and of himself “trying to 
preserve the distinction between sentience and sapience”: see his “Simple Seeing,” 
in Body, Mind and Method , ed. D. F. Gustafson and B. L. Tapscott (Dordrecht: 
Reidel, 1979), p. 1. See also Jerry A. Fodor, “Observation Reconsidered,” Philosophy 
of Science 51 (1984): 23-43, and David Marr, Vision (San Francisco: Freeman, 1982). 

9. Works of Thomas Hill Green , ed. R. L. Nettleship (London: Longmans, 
Green, and Co., 1885), vol. 1, p. 414. 

10. Wilfrid Sellars, Science and Metaphysics (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 

1968), p. 12. 

11. Wilfrid Sellars, Philosophical Perspectives (Springfield, Ill.: Thomas, 1967), 
p. 199. 
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12. Wilfrid Sellars, “Cams Lectures,” Monist 64 (1981): 23 (by implication). 

13. This is not to say, of course, that there have not been those who have af¬ 
firmed that “ideas” do interpose themselves between the world and any mind that 
attempts to think about that world: a “veil of ideas,” as it were, to parallel the “veil 
of perception.” Reid held that the whole of the “New Way of Ideas” was commit¬ 
ted to some such view. This now seems exegetically insensitive. But Augustus de 
Morgan states the view in as forthright a manner as one could wish: “The idea of a 
horse is the horse in the mind: and we know no other horse. We admit that there is an 
external object , a horse, which may give a horse in the mind to twenty different per¬ 
sons: but no one of these twenty knows the object; each one only knows his idea”: 
Augustus de Morgan, Formal Logic (London: Taylor and Walton, 1847), pp. 29-30. 

14. Thomas Reid, Essays on the Intellectual Powers of Man, ed. B. Brody (Cam¬ 
bridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1969), VI.3, p. 573. 

15. We have, in effect, already seen this argument run by Sellars. Other clear 
statements of this very common line of thought are to be found in, for example, Jo¬ 
seph Runzo, “The Propositional Structure of Perception,” American Philosophical 
Quarterly 14 (1977): 211-220; and D. W. Hamlyn, “Perception, Sensation and 
Non-Conceptual Content,” Philosophical Quarterly 44 (1994): 139-153. The cur¬ 
rent popularity of the slogan that “all seeing is seeing as” derives from C. N. A. 
\ esey, 4 Seeing and Seeing As,” Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society 55 (1955-1956); 
reprinted in Robert J. Swartz, ed., Perceiving ., Sensing , and Knowing (Berkeley: Uni¬ 
versity of California Press, 1965), pp. 68-83. To his credit, Vesey does not make the 
easy inference from this to the concept-mediated nature of perception. 

16. Wilfrid Sellars, Science , Perception and Reality (London: RoutlecUe & Kegan 

Paul, 1963), p. 49. 5 b 

17^ Immanuel Kant, Kritik der reinen Vein unfit, ed. Raymund Schmidt (Ham- 
urg: Memer, 1956) [Immanuel Kant's Critique of Pure Reason , tr. Norman Kemp 
Smith (London: Macmillan, 1933)], A104-105 

18. Ibid., A103. 

19. Apart from “intuitions” there is no other kind of cognition except through 
concepts Concepts rest on “functions," and a function is “the unity of the opera- 

10n ° orderm g disparate representations under a common one”: ibid A68/B93 

20. Ibid., B143. 

21. Ibid., A97. 


22 - Sextus Empiricus, Adversus Mathematics, VII.294-300, tr. R. G. Burv in 
extus mpmeus , 4 vols. (London: Heinemann, and Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard 

ssssr ” pp,H 158The chap,ers of Pm1 wi " 

O,, 2'. A S U [ Sch 1 °P enhauer - Die Welt als Wille tend Vorstellung, 2 vols., in 
W U T/T Vd° S ' 2 anci 3 (Wiesbaden: Brockhaus, 1966), vol. 1, p. 44 [The 
World as^ Wlland Representation, 2 vols., tr. E. F. J. Payne (New York: Dover, 1969), 


A , ■ V' Cre IS P artlcularl y strong evidence relating to the chimpanzee and to the 
African Grey parrot, both of whom show evidence of an ability to exercise the same 
„ dt ff erent concept—something that cannot be plausibly accounted for in terms of 
stimulus generalization.” Of significance here is that both species are able to ma¬ 
nipulate symbols. For the chimp see David Premack, “Minds with and without lan¬ 
guage, in Thought Without Language, ed. L. Weiskrantz (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 
1988), pp. 46-65; and for the parrot, see Irene M. Pepperberg, “Acquisition of the 
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Same / Different Concept by an African Grey Parrot (Psittacus eritbacus): Learning 
with Respect to Categories of Color, Shape, and Material,” Animal Learning and 
Behavior 15 (1987): 423-432. 

25. Sellars, Science, Perception , and Reality , p. 148. See also Sellars, “The Struc¬ 
ture of Knowledge,” in Action, Knowledge, and Reality: Critical Studies in Honour of 
Wilfrid Sellars, ed. H.-N. Castaneda (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1975), p. 314. 

26. Sellars, “The Structure of Knowledge,” p. 297. 

27. Sellars, Science, Perception, and Reality , p. 162, and “Language as Thought 
and Communication,” Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 29 (1969): 513. 

28. Sellars, “Language as Thought and Communication,” p. 511. I ought to 
say that this sentence begins with the word “Roughly” in the original. 

29. Sellars, Science , Perception, and Reality, p. 145. 

30. Sellars, “The Structure of Knowledge,” pp. 303-304. 

31. Sellars, “Mental Events,” Philosophical Studies 39 (1981): 326. 

32. “I restrict this [namely, the claim that judgement is involved in perception] 
to persons come to the years of understanding, because it may be a question, 
whether infants, in the first periods of life, have any judgement or belief at all. The 
same question may be put with regard to brutes and some idiots”: Reid, Essays, 
VI.6, p. 536; compare II.5, p. 117. For a discussion of this often overlooked aspect 
of Reid’s theory, see J. H. Faurot, “Thomas Reid, On Intelligible Objects,” Monist 
61 (1978): 229-244. 

33. There is a passage in Plutarch where he criticizes those who claim that ani¬ 
mals perceive only “as it were.” It might have been tailored for Sellars. See Plu¬ 
tarch’s Moralia, 15 vols. (London: Heinemann, and Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard 
University Press, 1957), vol. 12, p. 334 (961E-F). 

34. John McDowell, Mind and World (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University 
Press, 1994), p. 47, including n. 1. 

35. Ibid., p. 66. McDowell actually presents an argument that is intended to 
show that his conceptualistdc monism is unavoidable. The argument is to the effect 
that unless such an account is true, we cannot have a coherent epistemology, be¬ 
cause the only alternative to it is to view experience, or “receptivity,” as having no 
more status than a meaningless causal prodding of our epistemic lives from outside. 
This argument overlooks the possibility that perceptual experience may be inten¬ 
tional and yet not conceptual . That this is indeed the case is the burden of the rest of 
Part I. 

36. Ibid., p. 63. 

37. Ibid., pp. 119 and 122 (the latter by implication). 

38. Ibid., p. 54. 

39. To avoid confusion, it is perhaps worth pointing out that “environment” is 
McDowell’s word for “ Urnwelt ,” whereas the standard English translation of 
Gadamer’s work for some reason uses both “world” and “environment” to translate 
“Welt, ” and both “living world” and “habitat” to translate “ Umwelt see H.-G. 
Gadamer, Wahrheit und Methode, in G.esammelte Werke, vol. 1 (Tubingen: J. C. B. 
Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 1986), p. 447 [Truth and Method, 2d ed. (London: Sheed & 
Ward, 1979), p. 402]. 

40. The attribution to the mere animal of an Umwelt rather than a Welt in fact 
goes back to von Uexktill, but the particular slant given to this distinction by 
Heidegger is the immediate and determinative influence on Gadamer. 

41. Martin Heidegger, Prolegomena zur Geschichte des Zeitbegrijfs , in 
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Gesamtausgabe , vol. 20 (Frankfurt am Main: Vittorio Klostermann, 1979) [History of 
the Concept of Time, tr. Theodore Kisiel (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 
1985)], §28. 

42. Heidegger prefers to use the term a Umgebnng ” or, more technically, 
“Umring” —an encircling ring (of captivation). See his Die Grundbegrijfe der 
Metaphysik , in Gesamtausgabe, vols. 29, 30 (Frankfurt am Main: Vittorio Kloster¬ 
mann, 1983) [The Fundamental Concepts of Metaphysics , tr. William McNeill and 
Nicholas Walker (Bloomington: Indiana University Press-, 1995)], pt. 2, esp. §6lb. 

43. Compare Heidegger’s Prolegomena zur Geschichte des Zeitbegriffs, p. 352 
[History of the Concept of Time, p. 255] with his Die Gnindbegtijfe der Metaphysik, 
pp. 274—275 and 374 [The Fundamental Concepts of Metaphysics, pp. 186 and 257]. 

44. Gadamer, Wahrheit und Methode, p. 446 [Truth and Method , p. 402]. 

45. Heidegger is candid about his failure to address any problems that may 
arise through the peculiar character of sensory consciousness. “To-day we no 
longer speak of experiences, conscious experiences and consciousness,” he writes. 
Apparently, “our” forgoing such language goes together with a “transformation of 
existence”: Heidegger, Die Grundbegriffe der Metaphysik, p. 298 [The Fundamental 
Concepts of Metaphysics, p. 203]. 

46. Ibid., p. 376 [p. 259]. 

47. Ibid, §§60-61. 

48. Martin Heidegger, Die Grundprobleme der Phenomenologie (1919/1920), in 
Gesamtausgabe, vol. 58 (Frankfurt am Main: Vittorio Klostermann, 1993), pp. 240- 
242 [The Basic Problems of Phenomenology, tr. Albert Hofstadter, rev. ed. (Bloom¬ 
ington: Indiana University Press, 1988)], pp. 168-170]. 

49. He says the same about “cosmos”: Heidegger, Metaphysische Anfangsgriinde 
der Logik im Ausgang von Leibniz , in Gesamtausgabe , vol. 26 (Frankfurt am'Main: 
Vittorio Klostermann, 1978), p. 216 [The Metaphysical Foundations of Logic, tr. Mi¬ 
chael Heim (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1984), p. 169]. 

50. Ibid, pp. 194—195 [p. 153] and Heidegger, Sein und Zeit, in Gesamtausgabe, 
vol. 2 (Frankfiirt am Main: Vittorio Klostermann, 1977), p. 244 [Being and Time, tr. 
John Macquarrie and Edward Robinson (Oxford: Blackwell, 1973), p. 228]. 

51. Heidegger, Zur Bestimmung der Philosophic, p. 75. 

52. On the animal, see Heidegger, Die Grundbegriffe der Metaphysik [The Fun¬ 
damental Concepts of Metaphysics], §46 and esp. §69. Compare Sein und Zeit [Being 
and Time], §32 on Dasein. 

53. Heidegger, Die Gnindbegriffe der Metaphysik, pp. 364 and 291 [The Funda¬ 
mental Concepts of Metaphysics, pp. 2 50 and 198]. 

, 54. Martin Heidegger, “Der Ursprung des Kunstwerkes,” in Holzwege, 
Gesamtausgabe, vol. 5 (Frankfurt am Main: Vittorio Klostermann, 1977), pp. 10-11 
[ The Origin of the Work of Art,” tr. David Farrell Krell, in Martin Heidegger: Ba¬ 
sic Writings (New York: Harper & Row, 1977), p. 156. I follow this translator in 
substituting “Volkswagen” for Heidegger’s reference to the little-known Adler- 
wagen]. 

55. Note, however, that the qualification “probably” is required here: you need 
to be reasonably attentive, the lighting must be sufficient, the hammer should not 
be at too unusual an angle, and so on. Moreover, this “Heideggerian” point carries 
most conviction in relation to sight. If you are perceiving something by touch, you 
will typically have to discover that the tiling is a hammer. Typically, touch does pri¬ 
marily reveal the basic material features of things. 
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56. “Concept” is not the right word in relation to Heidegger. His overall posi¬ 
tion is, however, in the present context, of a piece with conceptualism in its focus 
on more than merely animal achievements. (This is in no way to impugn the depth 
or seriousness of his quest for a mode of thinking that is more fundamental than 
the conceptual.) 

57. Heidegger, Sein und Zeit , pp. 90 and 82 [Being and Time , pp. 95 and 88], 

58. He suggests, indeed, that our primary response to a forest is as a source of 
timber, and to a mountain as a possible quarry. He then, amazingly, goes on to sug¬ 
gest that such a view, rather than the traditional one, will allow us to understand 
how we can be enthralled by a landscape. See ibid., pp. 94-95 ]p. 100]. (Note that 
this perspective seems to be abandoned in Heidegger’s later writings.) 

59. Ibid., p. 108 [p. 112]. See also Heidegger, Zur Bestimmung der Pbilosopbie, 
pp. 71-72. 

60. It will not do to try and extricate Heidegger from this predicament by sug¬ 
gesting that the emphasis on instrumentality is but an illustration of something 
more general with which he is “really” concerned—such as things simply having 
some sort of significance in relation to a subject’s active life. For this would allow 
Heidegger’s account to apply to the animal, whereas being concerned with “gear” 
is the source of the “as”-structure and of understanding, which are explicitly denied 
the animal. 

61. McDowell, Mind and World, p. 64. 

62. Ibid. 

63. Ibid., p. 122. 

64. Ibid. 

65. So the issue here is closely related to that of the reductivist accounts of 
sensory experience that were considered in Chapter 1. Although we there noted 
McDowell’s objecting to Dennett’s ludicrously impoverished account of sensory 
experience, it would seem that his objection only holds in relation to human be¬ 
ings. Where animals are concerned, the two of them would appear to be bizarrely 
allied. Compare, for example, McDowell’s position with the following remark of 
Dennett’s: “Nonhuman, nonve'rbal creatures have no print-out faculties, or at best 
very rudimentary and unexpressive print-out faculties, yet some philosophers—no¬ 
tably Nagel—insist that full-blown, phenomenological consciousness is as much 
their blessing as ours. I think one can be skeptical of this claim”: Daniel Dennett, 
Brainstorms (Montgomery, Vt.: Bradford Books, 1978), p. 152. 

66. Gareth Evans, The Varieties of Reference (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1982), 
p. 158. 

67. Kant, Critique of Pure Reason , A112. 

68. Ibid., A108. 

69. Ibid. 

70. Should there be any doubt on this score, Kant explicitly denies this to ani¬ 
mals. See, for example, Antbropologie in pragmatischer Hinsicht , in Kant's gesammelte 
Schriften , vol. 7 (Berlin: Reimer, 1917), pp. 117-333 [Anthropology from a Pragmatic 
Point of View, tr. Mary J. Gregor (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1974)], §1; and 
Briefwechsel, ed. Otto Schondorfer and Rudolf Maker (Hamburg: Meiner, 1986), 
pp. 398-399 [Kant's Philosophical Correspondence, tr. Amulf Zweig (Chicago: Univer¬ 
sity of Chicago Press, 1963), pp. 153-154]. 

71. According to Fichte, Transcendental Idealism holds that “all consciousness 
rests on the consciousness of self, and is conditioned by this”: Zweite Einleitung in 
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die Wissenschaftslekre, in Fichtes IVerke, ed. I. H. Fichte, 11 vols. (Berlin: de Gruvter, 
1971), vol. 1, pp. 457-458 [The Science of Knowledge, tr. Peter Heath and John Lachs 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1982), p. 37]. Hence he can say that “in 
so far as you are conscious of some object or other—die wall opposite you, for ex¬ 
ample—you are ... essentially aware of your thinking of this wall, and only in so far 
as you are conscious of this is a consciousness of the wall possible”: Versuch einer 
neuen Darstellung der Wissenschaftslekre , in Fichtes Werke , vol. 1, p. 526. This idea 
crystallizes around Fichte’s notion of intellectual intuition , without which, he claims, 
there cannot even be sensory intuition: Zweite Einleitung, p. 464 [The Science of 
Knowledge , p. 39]. 

72. Works of Thomas Hill Green , vol. 1, pp. 11-12. 

73. William James, The Principles of Psychology , 2 vols. (New York: Dover, 
1950), vol. 1, p.274. 

74. Incidentally, this simple fact suffices to wreck a widely accepted attempt to 
get round the “absent qualia” objection to functionalism. It is originally due to Sid¬ 
ney Shoemaker, who attempted to arrive at a functional differentiation between 
conscious and non-conscious perceptual states by claiming, in effect, that the 
former involve je/^-consciousness. See Sidney Shoemaker, “Functionalism and 
Qualia,” in Identity, Cause and Mind. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
1984), pp. 184-205. In fact, however, it is not wholly mistaken to hold that percep¬ 
tual consciousness involves some kind of “apperceptive” awareness. How this is so 
will be addressed later. But it requires the exercise of no concept whatever. 

75. Another “low” account—associationism—was prominent in the nine¬ 
teenth century. (For a clear associationistic analysis of perception, see James Sully, 
Outlines of Psychology [London: Longmans, Green & Co., 1884], pp. 152-153.) I 
think it should be fairly evident, however, that the idea that we can break out'of the 
circle of our own perceptions merely by a bundling together of such merely subjective, 
meaningless, non-intentional elements is a non-starter. For trenchant criticism of 
associationism along these lines, see, for instance, James Ward, “Psychology,” 
Encyclopaedia Britannic a, 9th ed. (1886), p. 57, and G. F. Stout, A Manual of Psychol¬ 
ogy, 3d ed. (London: University Tutorial Press, 1921), pp. 431-432. 

76. Brian Loar, “Phenomenal States,” Philosophical Perspectives 4 (1990): 87. 

77. Such “drift” is very small, of course, if the delay is sufficiently small, but 
that it occurs at all is what is theoretically significant—and it sets in even after a de¬ 
lay as short as a tenth of a second. See, for example, T. H. Nilsson and T. M. Nel¬ 
son, Delayed Monochromatic Hue Matches Indicate Characteristics of Visual 
Memory, Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Performance 7 
(1981): 141-150. 

78. McDowell, Mind and World, pp. 56-57. 

79. I have in mind forms of associative agnosia, in which conceptual, rec- 
ognitional, and identificatory capacities are impaired, but basic perceptual abilities 
are largely intact. The other major type of agnosia— apperceptive agnosia —is gener¬ 
ally thought to be largely a perceptual deficit. For a good recent discussion of the 
various sorts of agnosia and the problems in classifying them, together with an ex¬ 
tensive bibliography, see Martha J. Farah, Visual Agnosia (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT 
Press, 1990). 

80. This case is discussed in Alan B. Rubens and D. Frank Benson, “Associa¬ 
tive Visual Agnosia,” Archives of Neurology 24 (1971): 305-316. 
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81. Glyn W. Humphreys and M. Jane Riddoch, To See But Not to See (Hillsdale, 
N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum, 1987), p. 59. This book contains an in-depth investiga¬ 
tion of one agnosic patient, together with interesting theoretical reflections on the 
significance of the phenomenon for perceptual theory. 

82. B. Milner and H.-L. Teuber, “Alteration of Perception and Memory in 
Man: Reflections on Methods,” in Analysis of Behavioral Change , ed. Lawrence 
Weiskrantz (New York: Harper & Row, 1968), p. 293. It is worth mentioning that 
Teuber himself doubted the existence of agnosia as thus understood. Thirty or 
more years ago such scepticism was not uncommon. Today it is eccentric. 

83. It is true that, as a result of Hilary Putnam’s advocacy of the “Division of 
Linguistic Labour,” and of Tyler Burge’s related arguments, it is now commonly 
accepted that someone may be credited with possession, and even exercise, of a 
concept of F-type things without possessing an ability even to discriminate, let 
alone to recognize, things that are F from things that are not. Even if this is true, it 
is not relevant to our present concerns for two reasons. First, it is not denied by 
anyone, nor could it sensibly be denied, that the type of person in question for 
Putnam and Burge must possess some recognitional ability if he is to be credited 
with the concept of F-type things; it is simply that the recognitional ability is not 
adequately sensitive to the specific F / non-F distinction. Secondly, I take it that no 
one is going to suggest that when a person exercises his deficient grasp of some 
such concept, it is the objective content of that concept, that which outstrips the 
subject’s recognitional ability, that allows the subject to perceive. 

84. This is standardly the case, however. Abilities to classify on the basis of fea¬ 
tures of which the subject is not consciously aware have attracted interest precisely 
because of their strikingly unusual nature. Normally the development of a percep¬ 
tually based classificatory capacity is a matter of developing an attunement to fea¬ 
tures that are, and always were, apparent, but that were either not salient or not of 
interest. 

85. Sellars, “Mental Events,” pp. 335-336. 

86. Fred Dretske, “Conscious Experience,” Mind 102 (1993): 263-283. 

87. Again, this does not mean simply that the subject lacks this (or any) word 
for trapezia, but that he has never even noticed anything special about trapezia as 
such. It has never dawned on him that there is such a particular class of shapes. 

88. Michael Ayers, Locke , 2 vols. (London: Routledge, 1991), vol. 1, p. 177. 

89. Kant, Critique of Pure Reason , A102. 

90. The suggestion that I am continuously reproducing what I have just experi¬ 
enced in my imagination is one such detail, as is the psychological atomism that 
underlies the whole story. 

91. A good account of the development of this aspect of Husserl’s thought can 
be found in Donn Welton, The Origins of Meaning (The Hague: Mardnus Nijhoff, 
1983) . , 

92. One of the earliest appearances of this concept, if not the term, is the fol¬ 
lowing: “The originary constitution of a single object is, of course, always brought 
about through one thetic consciousness . . . But the unity of the object does not al¬ 
ways necessarily presuppose a categorial synthesis.” Husserl goes on to say that what 
bestows unity here “is a synthesis of a wholly different sort: we shall call it the aes¬ 
thetic synthesis. If we seek to pinpoint the peculiar differences between these two, 
we find that the first distinguishing mark is that the categorial synthesis is, as synthe- 
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sis, a spontaneous act, whereas the sensory synthesis, on the other hand, is not”: 
Idccn zu einer reinai Phanomenologie undphdnomenologischen Philosopbie, Zweites Buck, 
ed. M. Biemel, in Husserliana , vol. 4 (The Hague: Mardnus Nijhoff, 1952), pp. 18- 
19 [Ideas Pertaining to a Pure Phaiomenology and to a Phenomenological Philosophy, Sec¬ 
ond Book, tr. R. Rojcewicz and A. Schuwer (Dordrecht: Kluwer, 1989), pp. 20-21]. 

93. The major Husserlian text on the topic of time constitution is Zur 
Phanomenologie des inneren Zeitbewuftseins, ed. Rudolph Boehm, in Husserliana , vol. 
10 (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1966) [On the Phenomenology of the Consciousness 
of Internal Ti?ne (1893-1911), tr. John Barnett Brough (Dordrecht: Kluwer, 1991)]. 

94. Wilfrid Sellars, “Berkeley and Descartes: Reflection on the Theory of 
Ideas,” in Peter K. Machamer and Robert G. Turnbull, eds., Studies in Pe?reption 
(Columbus: Ohio State University Press, 1978), pp. 282-283. 

4. Taking Stock 

1. Works of Thomas Hill Green , ed. R. L. Nettleship (London: Longmans, 
Green, and Co., 1885), vol. 1, p. 183; Arthur Schopenhauer, Uberdie vierfache Wur r 
zel des Satzes vom zureichenden Grunden, Sdmtliche Wake, vol. 1 (Wiesbaden: Brock- 
haus, 1966), p. 53 [The Fourfold Root of the Principle of Sufficient Reason , tr. E. F. J. 
Payne (La Salle, Ill.: Open Court, 1974), p. 78]. 

2. John Searle, “Response: Reference and Intentionality,” in John Searle and 
His Critics, ed. Ernest Lepore and Robert Van Gulick (Oxford: Blackwell, 1991), 
pp. 227-237; and Michael Ayers, Locke , 2 vols. (London: Routledge, 1991), vol. 1, 
ch. 21. 

3. See especially, St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae , la, qq. 75-86. The 
popularity of such a non-conceptual, monistic theory of perception seems to have 
waned after Aristode, until it came to dominate in the high Middle Ages—though 
Asclepiades of Cos is reported as holding that “sensory experiences [aistheseis] are 
truly apprehensions [antilepseis ]”: see Sextus Empiricus, Adversus Mathematicos, 
VII.201-202 in Sextus Empiricus, tr. R. G. Bury, 4 vols. (London: Heinemann, and 
Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1967), vol. 2, pp. 108-111. 

4. Aquinas, Summa Theologiae, la, ql4, a3. 

5. Ibid., ql4,al2. 

6. Ibid., q85, a2. 

7. Perhaps equally fundamental was the contrast between essence and exis¬ 
tence. This contrast has, however, remained recognizably in place until our own 
day. 

8. Aquinas, Summa Theologiae, la, ql 15, a3 ad 2. 

9. Ibid., la, q76, al. The upper limit of this hierarchy is the human rational 
soul, which, though it is in the form of a human body, has no corporeal operation 
whatever. For a good discussion of these issues, see Paul Hoffman, “St. Thomas* 
Aquinas on the Halfway State of Sensible Being,” Philosophical Review 99 (1990): 
73-92. 

10. Aquinas, Summa Theologiae, la, q75, a5. Wilfrid Sellars has an enlightening 
discussion of this Aristotelian account of cognition in “Being and Being Known,” 
in his Science, Perception and Reality (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1963), 
pp. 41-59. 

11. John Sergeant, for example, speaks of corporeal phantasms in the brain be- 
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ing “gay florid pictures” and “obvious and familiar ... appearance[s]”: Solid Philoso¬ 
phy Asserted, Against the Fancies of the Ideists (London, 1697), preface, sect. 19 and 
Preliminary Discourse I, sect. 12, respectively. (I have taken the liberty of modern¬ 
izing spelling and punctuation in quotations from both Sergeant and Sir Kenelme 
Digby.) 

12. Ibid. 

13. At least in the modem era. In the ancient world, Plato’s Eleatdc Stranger 
appears to enunciate the theory when he claims that “it appears” (phainetai) is 
a mixture of sensation (aisthesis) and opinion (doxa), opinion being the result of 
thought (dianoia): Plato’s Sophist , in Theaetetus Sophist , tr. H. N. Fowler (Cam¬ 
bridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, and London: Heinemann, 1977), 264AB. 
It is also perhaps possible to interpret those Hellenistic schools, such as the Epicu¬ 
reans and the sceptics, who stressed the irrational (alogos) nature of what they called 
“ aisthesis , ” as holding that what we should regard as sense-perception requires some 
truly cognitive supplement—such as prolepsis. For the “irrational” nature of aisthesis 
in Epicurus, see Diogenes Laertius, Lives of Eminent Philosophers, tr. R. D. Hicks, 2 
vols. (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press), 10.31; and in the sceptics, see 
Sextus Empiricus, Adversus Mathematicos, 7.293. For an interpretation of Epicurus 
in terms of the dual component theory, see A. A. Long, “Aisthesis, Prolepsis and 
Linguistic Theory in Epicurus,” Bulletin of the Institute of Classical Studies 18 (1971): 
114-133. 

14. Sir Kenelme Digby, Two Treatises: In the One of Which the Nature of Bodies; 
in the Other, the Nature of Men's Soul Is Looked Into (London: Williams, 1645), First 
Treatise, ch. 5, sect. 10; compare ch. 9, sect. 3. 

15. Michael Ayers, Locke, vol. 1 , p. 185. Tvo influential works that take a simi¬ 
lar line on bodily sensations are D. M. Armstrong, Bodily Sensations (London: 
Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1962) and George Pitcher, “Pain Perception,” Philosoph¬ 
ical Review 79 (1970)P 368-393. 

16. A suggestion that was endorsed, for example, by T. K. Abbott: “In the per¬ 
ceptions of sight the required condition occurs from the total absence of any or¬ 
ganic sensation, which compels us to separate the subject perceived from our¬ 
selves”: Sight and Touch: An Attempt to Disprove the Received (or Berkeleian) Theory of 
Vision (London: Longman, Green, Longman, Roberts, & Green, 1864), p. 80. In 
our own day Greg McCulloch, among others, has made a similar proposal: see The 
Mind and Its World (London: Routledge, 1995), sects. 2.5 and 6.2. 

17. One recalls here one of Berkeley’s initially most puzzling and challenging 
considerations in favour of his view that all “sensible things” are mind-dependent: 
Three Dialogues between Hylas and Philonous: The Works of George Berkeley, ed. A. A. 
Luce and T. E. Jessop, 9 vols. (London: Nelson, 1949), vol. 2, pp. 175-178. 

18. Total paralysis is not the only sort of defective condition that can be used 
to make this point. Oliver Sacks tells of one of his patients who had “perfect ele¬ 
mentary sensations in the hands,” but felt that “she had no hands—or arms either”: 
The Man Who Mistook His Wife for aJHat (London: Pan, 1986), p. 58. 

19. In practice, of course, when external optical stimulation is cut off there 
is always a rich array of very dim patches and points of light: optical dust, as 
Helmholtz nicely termed it. The point is that even if there were not, the resultant 
uniform darkness would still be visually experienced. 

20. Edmond Wright, “Yet More on Non-Epistemic Seeing,” Mind 90 (1981): 
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589.1 myself recall a blind person trying to convey to the sighted what it is like to 
be blind. In perfect consonance with Wright, he suggested that in order to under¬ 
stand what it is like, you should think not about darkness, but about your visual 
consciousness of the region behind your head. We are not conscious of a vast dark¬ 
ness behind us; we simply have no visual experience with respect to that region. 

21. Ayers, Locke , vol. 1, p. 184. 

22. Richard Aquila, “Perception and Perceptual Judgements,” Philosophical 
Studies 2% (\915): 2%. 

23. Ibid., p. 27. 

24. This is true, for example, of John Heil, Perception and Cognition (Berkeley: 
University of California Press, 1983). 

25. W. C. Clement, “Seeing and Hearing,” British Journal for the Philosophy of 
Science 6 (1955-1960): 61-63. The sorts of contingencies thatClement had in mind 
are such facts as that sound waves are large in relation to many everyday objects, 
that objects do not absorb and re-emit sound as efficiently as they do light, and that 
there is a dearth of reliable transmitters of sound to serve as an analogue of the sun 
or other source of illumination. 

26. Stuart Aitken and T. G. R. Bower, “Intersensory Substitution in the 
Blind,” Journal of Experimental Child Psychology 33 (1982): 309-323 and “The Use 
of the Sonicguide in Infancy,” Journal of Visual Impairment and Blindness 76 (1982): 
91-100. These authors present powerful considerations in favour of the view that 
these infants are acquiring truly perceptual capacities in relation to solid objects, 
rather than being operantly conditioned in relation to mere varieties of sound. 

5. The Nature of Perceptual Consciousness 

1. William James, The Principles of Psychology , 2 vols. (New York: Dover, 
1950), vol. 2, pp. 134—135. 

2. James Sully, the eminent late nineteenth-century philosophical psycholo¬ 
gist, certainly thought so: see his Outlines of Psychology (London: Longman, Green 
& Co., 1884), p. 147. More recently Tom Baldwin has also suggested that percep¬ 
tion is a matter of “projecting” sensations into space: “The Projective Theory of 
Sensory Content,” in The Contents of Experience, ed. Tim Crane (Cambridge: Cam¬ 
bridge University Press, 1992), pp. 157-177. 

3. See, for example, Edmund Husserl, Ideen zu einer reinen Phdnomenologie 
undphdnomenologischen Philosophie , Zweites Buck, ed. M. Biemel, in Husserliana , vol. 
4 (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1952) [Ideas Pertaining to a Pure Phenomenology 
and to a Phenomenological Philosophy , Second Book , tr. R. Rojcewicz and A. Schuwer 
(Dordrecht: Kluwer, 1989)], § 18b and Beilage III; Maurice Merleau-Ponty, Phe- 
nomenologie de la Perception (Paris: Gallimard, 1945), pp. 348-349 [Phenomenolog of 
Perception , tr. Colin Smith (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1962), pp. 302— 

4. William Porterfield, who suffered from this condition, gave vivid expres¬ 
sion to it in the eighteenth century. “These Itchings,” he wrote, “have sometimes 
been so strong and lively, that in spite of all my Reason and Philosophy, I could 
scarce forbear attempting to scratch the Part, tho’ I well knew there was nothing 
there in the Place where I felt the Itching”: A Treatise on the Eye , 2 vols. (Edinburgh, 
1759), vol. 1, p. 364. 
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5. Georg von Bekesy, Sensory Inhibition (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton Univer¬ 
sity Press, 1967), pp. 220-228. 

6. See Brian O’Shaughnessy, The Will , 2 vols. (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni¬ 
versity Press, 1980), vol. 1, ch. 7. 

7. If, on the other hand, such occlusion really does make sense in relation to 
these “sensations,” we should certainly be dealing with perceptual phenomena, and 
not mere sensations, so that they would not count against the claim to sufficiency at 
all. That such bodily sensations should acquire a perceptual dimension is not im¬ 
possible. Indeed, we shall consider later a way in which tactile sensations can be 
transformed into perceptions of objects at a distance. 

8. Bekesy, Sensory Inhibition, pp. 102-106. 

9. Ibid., pp. 95-102. 

10. The importance of the qualification “inert” will emerge shortly. 

11. It has been plausibly argued that smell is in fact a dual sense, involving 
both the detection of external odours through the nostrils, and also the evaluation 
of substances in our mouths, via a back route into the nasal cavity, that contributes 
to the experience of flavour. This is a significant duality because we are pretty 
poor at identifying identical substances detected in these different ways: one reason 
why things can smell awful and yet taste delicious. (See, for example, Paul Rozin, 
“‘Taste-Smell Confusions’ and the Duality of the Olfactory Sense,” Perception & 
Psychophysics 31 [1982]: 397-401.) When I speak of smell, I shall intend the former, 
external, sense. The latter will be covered by what I say about the sense of taste. 

12. One subject—H. D., who actually acquired very little visual ability after 
her operation—stated that before her corneal transplant she could detect passing 
shadows. Indeed, “if she awoke in the night from a bad dream she would switch on 
the room light for reassurance”: Carol Ackroyd, N. K. Humphrey, and Elizabeth 
K. Warrington, “Lasting Effects of Early Blindness: A Case Study,” Quarterly Jour¬ 
nal of Experimental Psychology 26 (1974): 115. 

13. As the eminent perceptual psychologist J.J. Gibson says, “An awareness of 
the body, however dim, does in fact seem to go along with an awareness of the 
world . . . [T]he very term ‘environment’ implies something that is surrounded”: 
J.J. Gibson, “A Theory of Direct Visual Perception,” in The Psychology of Knowing, 
ed. Joseph R. Royce and Wm. W. Rozeboom (New York: Gordon and Breach, 
1972), p. 216. 

14. Actually, in the case of haptic perception, such awareness is more than 
implicit. You can hardly feel the shape of an object without being aware that the 
object is being explored by a part of your body that is sensitive to contact with the 
object. 

15. As Alexander Bain writes in his notes to James Mill’s Analysis, “The sensa¬ 
tions of heat and cold are, of all sensations, the most subjective ... The rise and fall 
of the temperature of the surrounding air may induce sensations wholly indepen¬ 
dent of our own movements; and to whatever extent such independence exists, 
there is a corresponding absence of objectivity . . . When the degree of sensation 
varies definitely with definite movements, it is treated as an object sensibility, or as 
pointing to the object world”: James Mill, Analysis of the Phenomena of the Human 
Mind, ed. John Stuart Mill (London: Longmans, Green, 1869), pp. 30n and 35n. 
(For reasons already given, I believe that the prize for least objective “sensation” 
should go to taste, and that smell is on a par with the temperature sense.) 
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16. Illusions are, of course, possible in this area; but they only underscore the 
phenomenological point in question. 

17. That perceived three-dimensional space be thus oriented is not only a 
phenomenological necessity, but also, once again, a precondition for any possible 
physical action in relation to the environment. 

18. See, for example, Edmund Husserl, Ding and Raum , ed. Ulrich Claesges, 
in Husserliana , vpl. 16 (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1974), pp. 154, 160, 176; 
Ideen II [Ideas II], § 18(a); Analysen zur Passiven Synthesis , ed. Margot Fleischer, in 
Husserliana , vol. 11 (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1966), pp. 13-15; Maurice 
Merleau-Ponty, Phenomenologie de la Perception [Phenomenology of Perceptioti], pt. 1, 
ch. 3, and pt. 2, ch. 2. 

19. Stuart Hampshire, Thought and Action (London: Chatto and Windus, 
1970), pp. 46-47 (emphasis mine). Again in the analytical tradition, David Hamlyn, 
as we shall soon see, espoused the same position. An emphasis on the dependence 
of perception on action was also characteristic of much American philosophy, 
largely inspired by Dewey, in the earlier part of this century. See, for example, John 
Dewey, “The Reflex Arc Concept in Psychology,” Psychological Review 3 (1896): 
357-370; E. B. Holt, “Response and Cognition I and Ilf Journal of Philosophy, Psy¬ 
chology; and Scientific Methods 12 (1915): 365-373, 393-409; and R. W. Sellars, “Ref¬ 
erential Transcendence,” Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 22 (1961-1962): 
1-15. 

20. The well-known experiments by Richard Held and his associates on the ef¬ 
fects of passive versus active locomotion on early depth perception are inconclusive 
in this regard. In the most famous of his experiments, two Idttens were reared in 
the dark until they were two or three months of age. They were then put in the 
same lighted environment; but whereas one kitten was allowed to walk, the other 
was carried along passively. It was found that only the active kitten subsequently 
showed the “visual placing response” and reacted to the “visual cliff.” See R. Held 
and A. Hein, “Movement-Produced Stimulation in the Development of Visually- 
Guided Behavior,” Journal of Comparative and Physiological Psychology 56 (1963): 

In fact, however, R. D. Walk has subsequently shown that there is little 
i erence between active and passive dark-reared kittens at the earlier age of one 
month, and that close attention to moving visual stimuli may be more important 
tor the development of depth-perception than either self-induced or passive loco¬ 
motion. “Active locomotion,” he suggests, “may simply be a method that ensures 
that the animal pays attention”: Richard D. Walk, “Depth Perception and a Laugh¬ 
ing Heaven,” in Perception and Its Development: A Tribute to Eleanor 7. Gibson, 
PlC ^ (Hillsdale ’ N *J* : Lawrence Erlbaum, 1979), p. 82. In any case, 
Helds findings themselves show depth perception to be impaired rather than non¬ 
existent. 

21. “Wien several letters were placed on a wall, the blind subjects learned to 
locate and walk up to them, correctly identify the required letter, and place a finger 
accurately on it. The task took approximately 10-15 seconds from entry into the 
room”: Paul Bach-y-Rita, Brain Mechanisms in Sensory Substitution (New York: Aca¬ 
demic Press, 1972), p. 87. 

22. Benjamin W. White, Frank A. Saunders, Lawrence Scadden, Paul Bach-y- 

rita and Carter C. Collins, “Seeing with the Skin,” Perception and Psychophysics 7 
(1970): 25. Vy 
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23. Bach-y-Rita, Brain Mechanisms, pp. 98-99. 

24. White et al., “Seeing with the Skin,” p. 25. 

25. Bach-y-Rita, Brain Mechanisms, p. 101, emphasis mine. 

26. As is pointed out by Johansson in his open letter to Gibson: see Gunnar 
Johansson, “On Theories for Visual Space Perception,” Scandinavian Journal of 
Psychology 11 (1970): 72. 

27. J. J. Gibson, “Visually Guided Locomotion and Visual Orientation in Ani¬ 
mals,” British Journal of Psychology 49 (1958): 182-194. The best general introduc¬ 
tion to Gibsonian theory is probably his The Senses Considered as Perceptual Systems 
(London: George Allen & Unwin, 1968). 

28. George J. Andersen, “Perception of Self-Motion: Psychophysical and 
Computational Approaches,” Psychological Bulletin 99 (1986): 62. 

29. For a series of experiments convincingly showing the dominance of visual 
over proprioceptive information for an apparent awareness of self-motion (in cases 
of both active and passive actual self-motion), see J. R. Lishman and D. N. Lee, 
“The Autonomy of Visual Kinaesthesis,” Perception 2 (1973): 287-294. 

30. Brian O’Shaughnessy, “The Sense of Touch,” Australasian Journal of Philos¬ 
ophy 67 (1989): 39. 

31. There is one species of perception that might be regarded as falling within 
the realm of touch for which self-movement is at least not clearly required: what 
David Katz termed “vibration-sense.” He argued that our bodies’ sensitivity to vi¬ 
bration is in many ways analogous to hearing, and that it can function as a distance 
sense: David Katz, Der Aufbau der Tastwelt (repr., Darmstadt: Wissenschafdiche 
Buchgesellschaft, 1969) [The World of Touch, tr. Lester E. Krueger (Hillsdale, N.J.: 
Lawrence Erlbaum, 1989)], §§39-45. 

32. David Hamlyn has given an argument for its impossibility in “Perception 
and Agency,” Moniyt 61 (1978), repr. in his Perception, Learning, and the Self (Lon¬ 
don: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1983), pp. 43-56. The argument, however, relies on 
the following two premises: that all perception presupposes an appreciation of so¬ 
lidity, and that this presupposes agency. If either of these claims is false, Hamlyn’s 
argument fails. I regard them both as false. 

33. John K. Stevens, Robert C. Emerson, George L. Gerstein, Tamas Kallos, 
Gordon R. Neufeld, Charles W. Nichols, and Alan C. Rosenquist, “Paralysis of the 
Awake Human: Visual Perceptions,” Vision Research 16 (1976): 95, emphasis mine. 

34. Etienne Bonnot de Condillac, Traite des Sensations, Oeuvres Philosophiques de 
Condillac, vol. 1, pp. 219-314 (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1947), pt. 2. 

35. As James Mill writes, “The feelings of resistance, extension, and figure, are 
not feelings of touch . . . [W]hen these ... are detached, a very simple sensation 
seems to remain, the feeling which we have when something, without being seen, 
comes ... in contact with our skin, in such a way that we cannot say whether it is 
hard or soft, rough or smooth, of what figure it is, or of what size. A sense of some¬ 
thing present on the skin, and perhaps also on the interior parts of the body, taken 
purely by itself, seems alone the feeling of touch”: Analysis of the Phenomena of the 
Human Mind, p. 31.1 believe that Mill goes too far here in suggesting that a subject 
restricted to such sensations would even have an awareness of something on its skin, 
implying that such a subject would have some appreciation of the layout of its own 
body. Even that is not true. 

36. In what follows I shall focus on pushing, rather than pulling, since for crea- 
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tures at all like us, pulling requires that we take hold of something, and this itself 
involves some part of our body pushing against something. 

37. Fichte says, for example, that the A?istoss occurs “in so far as [the subject] is 
active.” He also speaks of “outwardly striving activity” being “forced back upon it¬ 
self,” and of “a passive undergoing [Leiden) that is possible only through an activ¬ 
ity”: J. G. Fichte, Grundlage der gesammten Wissenschaftslehre , in Fichtes Werke , II 
vols., ed. I. H. Fichte (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1971), vol. 1, pp. 212 and 228 [The Science 
of Knowledge , tr. Peter Heath and John Lachs (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 1982), pp. 191 and 203]. 

38. In the erudite notes to his edition of Reid’s works, Sir William Hamilton 
shows that Scaliger in the sixteenth century had a clear appreciation of the way in 
which bodily action can give us an appreciation of weight that is significantly dif¬ 
ferent from anything offered by the sense of touch: Editor’s notes to The Works of 
Thomas Reid, D. D., 2 vols. (Edinburgh: Maclachlan & Stewart, 1872), vol. 2, 
pp. 864-867. For a brief but useful historical survey of this subject beginning in 
the early nineteenth century, see Eckart Scheerer, “Muscle Sense and Innervation 
Feelings: A Chapter in the History of Perception and Action,” in Perspectives on 
Perception and Action , eds. Herbert Heuer and Andries F. Sanders (Hillsdale, N.J.: 
Lawrence Erlbaum, 1987), pp. 171-194. 

39. See, for example, Pierre Maine de Biran, De L'Aperception Immediate, ed. 
Ives Radizzani, in Oeuvres , vol. 4 (Paris: Vrin, 1995), p. 72n. 

40. This claim is made, for example, in James Mill, Analysis of the Phenomena of 
the Human Mind , ch. 1, sect. 7, and Thomas Brown, Lectures on the Philosophy of the 
Human Mind (Edinburgh: William Tait 1828), vol. 2, ch. 26. Dilthey, however, re¬ 
gards the Anstoss as the sole ultimate source of all perceptual consciousness. He 
reaches this position by conflating the Anstoss with our second, kinetic, perceptual 
phenomenon, and by down-playing the importance of our first—suggesting, in¬ 
deed, that the objects of purely visual perception lack full reality for us because 
they are, as he puts it, mere scenery and decoration: Wilhelm Dilthey, Beitrage 
zur Losung der Frage vom Urspmng Unseres Glaubens an die Realitdt der Aussenwelt 
und Seinem Recht , in Gesammelte Schriften , vol. 5 (Stuttgart: Teubner/Gottingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1982). For the conflation, see pp. 108-110; for the 
downplaying of three-dimensionality, p. 118. 

41. Dilthey, Beitrage , p. 101. 

42. O’Shaughnessy, “The Sense of Touch,” p. 38. 

43. Michael Martin, Sight and "Touch,” in Crane, The Contents of Experience, 

p. 203. y r 

44. O’Shaughnessy, The Will , vol. 1, p. 181. 

45. Martin, “Sight and Touch,” p. 202. 

46. Thomas H. Huxley, Hume: With Helps to the Study of Berkeley, Collected Es¬ 
says, vol. 6 (London: Macmillan, 1908), p. 260. 

47. O’Shaughnessy, The Will, vol. 1, p. 217. 

48. See O’Shaughnessy, “The Sense of Touch,” p. 55, and, in greater detail, 
O’Shaughnessy, The Will, chs. 6-7. 

49. There are, in fact, a handful of cases in the literature that have been taken 
as suggesting that a sense of limb movement is possible without any “afferent” 
feed-back whatever, though the weight of scholarly opinion is against such a possi¬ 
bility. It is, however, perhaps worth mentioning, since it is commonly denied by 
philosophers, that subjects can perform guided movements in the absence of any 
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proprioceptive feedback. See, for example, D. I. McCloskey, “Kinesthetic Sensibil¬ 
ity,” Physiological Reviews 58 (1978): 763-820, and J. C. Rothwell, M. M. Traub, 
B. L. Day, J. A. Obeso, P. K. Thomas, and C. D. Marsden, “Manual Motor Perfor¬ 
mance in a Deafferented Man,” Brain 105 (1982): 515-542. 

50. I notice that the recognition of this phenomenon is sometimes first cred¬ 
ited to Lotze; in fact it is due to Weber, who was developing an observation of 
Fechner’s. See the opening pages of E. H. Weber, “Der Tastsinn und das 
Gemeingefiihl,” in Handworterbucb der Psychologic , vol. 3, ed. R. Wagner (Bruns¬ 
wick, Germany: Vieweg, 1846), pp. 481-588 [“On the Sense of Touch and ‘Com¬ 
mon Sensibility',’” tr. D. J. Murray, in E. H. Weber, The Se7ise of Touch (London: Ac¬ 
ademic, 1978)]. 

51. Pierre Maine de Biran, Memoire sur la Decomposition de la Pensee, ed. 
Francois Azouvi, in Oeuvres , vol. 3 (Paris: Vrin, 1988), p. 394. 

52. A few saw beyond die phrase. James Mill says that such muscular sensa¬ 
tions are only a pa?t of die phenomenon in question—the other being “the Will”: 
Analysis , p. 43. Even J. J. Engel uses die phrase, though he says diat he will term it 
“ Gestrebc ”—“striving”: J. J. Engel, “Uber den Ursprung des Begriffs der Kraft,” 
Schriften , vol. 10 (Berlin: Mylius’sche Buchhandlung, 1844), p. 102. 

53. The point has recendy been argued persuasively and at length by Brian 
O’Shaughnessy in The Will , ch. 15, so I shall not belabour it here. 

54. “This effort, and diis resistance . . . already constitute a complete modality 
. . . (one cannot introduce it under the general heading sensation without confusing 
everything)”: de Biran, De L'Aperception Immediate , p. 57. 

55. “In the experience of restraint and resistance,” writes Dilthey, “the pres¬ 
ence of a force is given us . . . For restraint and resistance contain force ip them¬ 
selves as much as does impulse. As in the consciousness of impulse there lies the 
experience that I am exercising force, so in the consciousness of restraint and resis¬ 
tance there lies the experience that a force is working on me”: Beitrdge , pp. 131- 
132. 

56. Not even the shapes of such objects would be perceptible—at least not for 

our imagined creature with a single “spine.” For that to be possible, the spine 
would have to be able to move in different directions, and then the distinctiveness 
of the present case would be lost. (The only way in which a creature restricted to 
the Anstoss could detect shapes, and then only the two-dimensional shapes of facing 
surfaces, would be if it were equipped with rows of such spines.) . 

57. I introduce this term because it simply is not literally true to say, as psy¬ 
chologists typically do, that such figures look three-dimensional. 

58. Especially notable are figures that are quasi-three-dimensionally reversible , 
for such reversal gives rise to a changed impression of the size of one of the “faces, 
in accordance with quasi-three-dimensional perspective. 

59. The term “amodal” comes from A. Michotte and L. Burke, “Une Nouvelle 
Enigme de la Psychologie de la Perception: Le ‘Donne Amodal’ dans l’Experience 
Sensorielle,” in A. Michotte et al, Causalite , Permanence et Realite Phenomenales 
(Louvain, Belgium: Publications Universitaires, 1962), pp. 372-373, who first drew 
attention to the phenomena about to be described. For extended discussion, and 
examples, also see A. Michotte, G. Thines, and G. Crabbe, Les Complements 
Amodaux des Stnictures Perceptives (Louvain, Belgium: Publications Universitaires, 
and Paris: Beatrice-Nauwelaerts, 1967). 

60. Many such figures are to be found in Gaetano Kanisza’s Organization in Vi- 
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sion (New York: Praeger, 1979). A particularly acute theoretical discussion of the 
fundamental issues involved is in Gaetano Kanisza and Walter Gerbino, “Amodal 
Completion: Seeing or Thinking?” in Organization and Representatioii in Perception , 
ed. Jacob Beck (Hillsdale, N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum, 1982), pp. 167-190. 

61. Such cases are discussed in Theodore E. Parks, “Subjective Figures: Some 
Unusual Concomitant Brightness Effects,” Perception 9 (1980): 239-241, and Colin 
Ware, “Coloured Illusory Triangles Due to Assimilation,” Perception 9 (1980): 103— 
107. 

62. For discussion, see Stanley Coren, “Subjective Contours and Apparent 
Depth,” Psychological Review 79 (1972): 359-367. 

6. The Solution 

1. And if a muscle is made artificially to contract during some manual opera¬ 
tion, the subject “‘gets a feeling of relief or lessening of tension,’ not a feeling of 
heaviness or increased force”: D. I. McCloskey, “Kinesthetic Sensibility,” Physiolog¬ 
ical Reviews 58 (1978): 798, who is citing work by K.-E. Hagbarth and G. Eklund. 

2. S. C. Gandevia and D. I. McCloskey, “Sensations of Heaviness,” Brain 100 
(1977): 346. See also McCloskey’s “Kinesthetic Sensibility,” esp. pp. 797-805, for a 
review of the literature. 

3. Gandevia and McCloskey, “Sensations of Heaviness,” pp. 350-351. 

4. The issues here are more complex than in the preceding example, since 
contact with objects goes to confer truly spatial value on the “trajectories” that 
would otherwise be aspects of what, in the previous chapter, I called mere “kinesis.” 
It makes no sense, for example, to suppose that a sightless creature’s first contact 
with an object should misrepresent the object’s spatial location—for prior to estab¬ 
lishing a relation to external objects through the Anstoss , “kinaesthesis” has no ob¬ 
jective significance. We are to suppose, therefore, that our present illusory phe¬ 
nomenon concerns a mature tactile perceiver. 

5. Michael Martin, “Sight and Touch,” in The Contents of Experience, ed. Tim 
Crane (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), p. 204. 

6. Ibid., p. 209. 

7. What we find in Kant is, at most, suggestive hints—hints that, moreover, 
Kant proceeded to develop in an excessively intellectualistic fashion. What he says 
in the Second Analogy , for example, can only fully be made sense of by reference to 
our second, kinetic phenomenon, and yet he fails explicitly to thematize this in his 
account. Indeed, his language plays down its importance. The famous description 
of the “changing manifold” in the appearance of a house is possible only by our 
moving round the house, or at least altering our gaze; but all that Kant says is that 
the house “stands before me”: Kritik der reinen Vemunft , ed. Raymund Schmidt 
(Hamburg: Meiner, 1956) \lmmanuel Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason , tr. Norman 
Kemp Smith (London: Macmillan, 1933)], A190/B235. 

8. I am in full agreement here with Ernst Cassirer, who has argued for this 
point more explicitly than any philosopher I know: see his “The Concept of Group 
and the Theory of Perception,” Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 5 (1944): 
1-3 5. (Cassirer also cites some of the more enlightened psychologists of his day— 
such as Buehler, Gelb, and Katz—as also having tumbled to the fundamental im¬ 
portance of the constancies.) 
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9. This constancy is notable, but far from perfect. Hence the possibility of 
citing its failures as instances of illusion in Chapter 1. 

10. For references to relevant literature and an account of why such an ac¬ 
count does not work, see Alan L. Gilchrist, “The Perception of Surface Blacks and 
Whites,” Scientific American 240, no. 3 (1979): 88-97. 

11. It seems, indeed, to have been C. D. Broad’s favourite example of an illu¬ 
sion. Here is a characteristic passage: “We know, e.g., that when we lay a penny 
down on a table and view it from different positions it generally looks more or less 
elliptical in shape”: Scientific Thought (London: Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner & 
Co., 1923), p. 235. Similar use is made of the supposed phenomenon in, for exam¬ 
ple, H. H. Price, “Appearing and Appearances,” American Philosophical Quarterly 1 
(1964): 3-19, and Bertrand Russell, The Problems of Philosophy (London: Thornton 
Butterworth, 1912). 

12. Incidentally, given that any perceptual constancy suffices for perceptual 
consciousness, these three-dimensional constancies give us further reason to doubt 
the necessity of self-movement for perception, since it is certainly not involved in 
every instance of such constancy. When my distance to an object decreases and yet 
the object looks no larger, it is immaterial whether it was I who approached the ob¬ 
ject, or the object that moved nearer to me. This holds true of all of the three-di¬ 
mensional constancies. 

13. Perhaps an even more minimal case is that of muscae volitantes , or “floaters 
as they are sometimes called: the tiny impurities in our eyeballs that sometimes 
come to consciousness as small wisps that float before us in a spatially indetermi¬ 
nate fashion. The minimal sense of objectivity that attaches to these derives wholly 
from the way their movements lag behind the movements of our eyes. 

14. It is to be noted that active movement is inessential even to these con¬ 
stancies that involve self-movement. If your hand is passively moved over a surface, 
the surface does not appear to be moving. Position constancy here operates in the 
complete absence of agency. 

15. To the extent, that is, that these senses are not phenomenally three- 
dimensional. To the extent that they are, or could be, they would feature genuine 
phenomenological constancy. 

16. If I am correct in claiming that phenomenological constancy is sufficient 
for perceptual consciousness, we can apply this principle to test whether our list of 
two fundamental perceptual phenomena in the domain of sensuously presenta¬ 
tional perception is indeed exhaustive, as claimed in Chapter 5. The test is simply 
to ask: Is there any form of perceptual constancy that is independent of each of 
these two? As far as I can see, the answer to this is negative. 

17. There are, for example, “orientation constancy” (when you tilt your head, 
objectively upright things still look upright), “speed constancy (the apparent veloc¬ 
ity of an object, even when it travels across your field of vision, is not proportiona 
to the displacement of the retinal images and the consequent changes in the sen¬ 
sory array), and what we might call “roughness constancy” (the perceived rough 
ness of a rough surface is largely independent of the speed with which the finger 
passes over the surface irregularities). 

18. Apart, that is, from the problem of relating the Anstoss to the same range o 
objects as is given to mere tactile perception. 

19. C. W. K. Mundle, Perception: Facts and Theories (Oxford: Oxford Univer- 
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sity Press, 1971), p. 10. All subsequent references to Mundle are to this work, 
pp. 10-23. 

20. I have discussed the relation between perceptual appearances and belief, or 
judgement, in some detail elsewhere: see A. D. Smith, “Perception and Belief,” 
Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 62 (2001): 283-309. 

21. This is the truth in Quinton’s remark, noted in Chapter 1, that we are 
commonly not aware of our “sense-experience.” 

22. Samuel Bailey, A Review of Berkeley's Theoiy of Vision, Designed to Show the 
Unsoundness of that Celebrated Speculation (London: James Ridgway, 1842), p. 36. 
Bailey was one of the very few in the nineteenth century not to accept this view 
(or its even more bizarre principal rival: that visual objects are not even two- 
dimensionally extended). In retrospect it is difficult not to concur with his judge¬ 
ment when he writes that “if the theory ... should consequently fall, its general re¬ 
ception by philosophers heretofore must be considered as one of the most extraor¬ 
dinary circumstances to be found in the annals of speculative philosophy” (p. 238). 
Two excellent historical surveys of this issue are Gary Hatfield, The Natural and 
the Normative (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1990) and Nicholas Pastore, Selec¬ 
tive Histoiy of Theories of Visual Perception: 1650-1950 (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 1971). 

23. David Hume, A Treatise ofHutnan Nature , ed. L. A. Selby-Bigge and P. LI. 
Nidditch, 2d ed. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1978), p. 56. 

24. See A. D. Smith, “Space and Sight,” Mind 109 (2000): 481-518. 

25. Irwin Rock, The Logic of Perception (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1983), 
p. 263. Chapter 9 as a whole contains a convincing defence of this position. 

26. Ibid., p. 265. 

27. Charles Taylor, “Sense Data Revisited,” in Perception and Identity , ed. G. F. 
Macdonald (London: Macmillan, 1979), p. 107. For similar remarks, see also 
Maurice Merleau-Ponty, Phenomenologie de la Perception (Paris: Gallimard, 1945) 
[Phenomenology of Perception , tr. Colin Smith (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 
1962)], introduction. 

28. A. J. Ayer, for example, accepts it in his response to Taylor: “Replies,” in 
Taylor, Perception and Identity , p. 291. 

29. The phenomenological objection to the alternative, “adverbial” account of 
sense-experience has been implicitly answered. 

7. The Argument 

1. Winston Barnes once wrote that “hallucinations and delusions need pres¬ 
ent no insuperable difficulties. There appeared to Lady Macbeth [sic] to be a 
dagger but there was no dagger in fact. Something appeared to be a dagger, and 
there are certainly problems concerning exactly what it is in such circumstances ap¬ 
pears to be possessed of qualities which it does not possess”: Winston H. F. Barnes, 
“The Myth of Sense-Data,” Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society 45 (1944—1945); 
repr. in Perceiving ,, Sensing , and Knowing, ed. Robert J. Swartz (Berkeley: University 
of California Press, 1965), p. 163. If any such normal candidate is suggested, we 
shall be offered a case of illusion, not hallucination. 

2. David Hume, A Treatise ofHutnan Nature , ed. L. A. Selby-Bigge and P. H. 
Nidditch, 2d ed. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1978), pp. 210-211. (“Perception” 
amounts to “immediate object of perception” for Hume.) 
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3. It is, for example, the favoured example of both Frank Jackson and Brian 
O’Shaughnessy. See Frank Jackson, Perception (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 1977), and Brian O’Shaughnessy, Consciousness and the World (Oxford: Clar¬ 
endon Press, 2000), pt. 3. 

4. Another common way of expressing this point is to say that it is an 
epistemic possibility that you yourself are now actually hallucinating. I shall not 
myself present die matter in this way, since it raises irrelevant issues. 

5. Guido Kiing, “The Intentional and the Real Object,” Dialectica 38 (1984): 
144, n. 1. 

6. J. M. Hinton, Experiences (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1973), p. 80. 

7. Ibid., p. 71, and J. M. Hinton “Experiences,” Philosophical Quarterly 17 
(1967): 10. 

8. John McDowell, “Criteria, Defeasibility, and Knowledge,” Proceedings of 
the British Acadetny (1982): §3. 

9. There is some dispute among disjunctive theorists over how exactly to 
specify the relevant disjunction. Paul Snowdon, for example, has criticized Hin¬ 
ton’s specific proposal—which employs the notion of being under a perfect illusion — 
and employs instead the disjunction “(there is something which looks to S to be 
F) v (it is to S as if there is something which looks to him (S) to be F )”: “Perception, 
Vision and Causation,” Proceedings of the Anstotelian Society 81 (1980-1981): 185. 
A weakness with this suggestion, of course, is that it applies only to visual experi¬ 
ence (as Snowdon recognizes). We need not, however, enter into the niceties of this 
debate, since the general idea, in which alone we are interested here, is clear 
enough. 

10. Hippolyte Adolphe Taine, De LIntelligence, 2 vols. (Paris: Hachette, 1870), 
vol. 1, p. 408, vol. 2, pp. 5-6. 

11. For a recent example, see Howard Robinson, Paxeption (London: Rout- 
ledge, 1994), ch. 6. 

12. Bertrand Russell, The Analysis of Matte?' (London: George Allen & Unwin, 
1927), p. 197. 

13. Paul Snowdon, one of the leading disjunctive theorists, in effect accepts 
this argument, or at least does not reject it. Because of this, he retreats to the claim 
that a disjunctive analysis of experience is not a priori false. See “The Objects of 
Perceptual Experience I,” Proceedings of the Anstotelian Society, supp. vol. 64 (1990): 
130-131. Although this may suffice for Snowdon’s limited concern with conceptual 
analysis, in the present context such a response would, of course, be wholly inade¬ 
quate. 

14. Hinton, Experiences, p. 80. 

15. Snowdon, “The Objects of Perceptual Experience I,” p. 125. 

16. McDowell, “Singular Thought and Inner Space,” in Subject, Thought, and 
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gle and Beyond, pp. 264-268; and Terence Parsons, “The Methodology of Nonets 
fence,” Journal of Philosophy 16 (1979): 655, and more formally m his Nuclea 
and Extranuclear Properties, Meinong, and Leibniz, i ous , Wahncbeinlichkeit, 
For Meinong himself, see, for example, Uber Mbglici’eit tin “converse in- 

pp. 278-280. (Nuclear properties also exclude what Chisholm ca Roderick 

tentional properties,” such as that of being thought of by ip 537- 

Chisolm, “Converse Intentional Properties,” Journal of Philosophy 79 <1982^537 ^ 
545. There are other extranuclear properties as well: see Rout ey 
details.) Given this, the reply to Russell is straightforward. As Parsons p • 
“Russell’s example of‘the existent golden mountain’ unfairly create , JL 

cate as a Sosein predicate”: “The Methodology of Nonexistence p^ 655 (cmnp 

Richard Routley, “The Durability of Impossible Objects, p- * p n 

proach, what Routley calls the unrestricted Assumption or Characterization 
late—that for any predicative expression whatsoever, there is an o ject speci 
it—is restricted. The second two-sorted approach, endorsed by Rapaport, ec 
Neri Castaneda, and Ed Zalta, and which can accept the unrestricte su m p 
Postulate, distinguishes between two modes of predication.^ see 1 * a 
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it*£- The bands of the spiral will seem to expand, but the overall form seems not to 
get any larger. In the case of sounds, there is, for example, a continuous tone that 
sounds as if it is uniformly falling in pitch, but never leaving its original octave: il¬ 
lustrated in A. J. Ad. Houtsma, T. D. Rossing, and VV. .VI. YVagenaars, Auditory 
Demonstrations (Philips 1126-061), track 52. Perhaps even more astonishing is a 
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Musical Sound (New York: Scientific American Books, 1983), track 4.6. 

55. See J. A. Wilson and J. O. Robinson, “The Impossibly Twisted Pulfrich 
Pendulum,” Perception 15 (1986): 503-504. 
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gesting that we could hallucinate any of them, their paradoxical character is pres¬ 
ent, of course, non-hallucinatorily—as simple illusions. What this indicates is that 
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be addressed later. 

57. Alexius Meinong, “Uber die Stellung der Gegenstandstheorie im System 
der Wissenschaften,” in Gesarntausgabe, vol. 5 (Graz: Akademische Druck- und 
Verlagsanstalt, 1973), p. 222. 
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at all, even the round square”: Terence Parsons, “A Prolegomenon to Meinongian 
Semantics, Journal of Philosophy 71 (1974): 573. Compare Routley and Routley, 

Rehabilitating Meinong’s Theory of Objects,” p. 231. 
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y z 1> and Uber Moglichkeit und Wahrscheinlichkeit , §25. 

«' J° r simda t observations see, for example, Routley and Routley, “Rehabili- 
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the fact that an intentional object may be determinate^ F or G but not de- 
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Memong's Jungle and Beyond, pp. 450-456. exploring 
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bridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1953), p. 1. 
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7 3. Walton, Mimesis as Make-Believe, p. 3 92. 
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strue intentional objects as individuals: “If there are such objects whenever they are 
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84. Ryle, “Intentionality-Theory and the Nature of Thinking,” p. 261. 

85. J. L. Mackie, indeed, developed an Indirect Realist account of perception 
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Object,” Nous 8 (1974): 78. 

87. To deny that this makes sense is not only implausible in itself, and. an im¬ 
plicit rejection of Direct Realism; it also flies in the face of the findings of Part I of 
this work, where I attempted to earn the philosophical right to speak of a physical 
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aware of a real black object?” The answer to this, in the present case of illusion, is 
Yes—for the subject is aware of a black object, and that object, though not really 
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89. Fine, “Critical Review of Parsons’ Non-Existent Objects,” p. 139. 
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f>,,Tu Bn T McLaughlin “Why Perception Is Not Singular Reference,” in 
0 ’^ and Reality, ed. J. Heil (Dordrecht: Kluwer, 1989), p. 116. 
vz. Ibid., p. 117. ’ r 
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Donald T) A ^ C ’ a NeCeSsity ’” * n Semantics of Natural Language, ed. 

Donald Davidson and Gilbert Harman [Dordrecht: Reidel, 1972], p. 764.) In fact 
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the term non-existent (as a noun) has been used in these pages as strictly correla- 
dve to cognitive acts that are de re in character. Just as any real object of any de re 
act is essential to that act, so is any non-existent object. 

94. Recall David Bell’s remarks cited at the end of Chapter 8. 
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